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THE IMPACT OF RESILIENCE ON THE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF
AT-RISK STUDENTS IN THE UPWARD BOUND PROGRAM IN GEORGIA
by
DEBORAH DARLENE LEE
(Under the Direction of Barbara Mallory)
ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between resilience and
the academic achievement of at-risk students in the Upward Bound Program in Georgia.
The researcher used a quantitative method to collect data for the study. The researcher
used the Healthy Kids Survey (Module B) instrument to assess the resilience of
participants; it had 33 items on it and the researcher added a demographic section to the
survey to collect information about the participants’ families, schools, GPAs, and
SAT/ACT scores. All of the participants chosen for this study were at-risk students due to
their status as low-income and potential first-generation-to attend college, high school
seniors in the Upward Bound Program in both rural and urban communities in Georgia.
There were 200 participants selected for this study and 91 chose to participate.
The researcher found several interesting results. The researcher found that at-risk
students in the Upward Bound Program in Georgia were highly resilient and that their
resilience was positively related to their GPAs. Also, the females in the study were more
resilient than the males and had higher GPAs. Furthermore, urban participants in the
study were only slightly more resilient than their rural counterparts, and participants
living with both parents were more resilient than students living with one parent.
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On other academic indicators such as the SAT and ACT, the study found that there was
not a significant relationship between resilience and these college entrance tests.
However, there were surprising findings related to the participants’ performance on these
tests. African American males scored quite high on the SAT. Also, urban students
outperformed rural students on the SAT and participants living with both parents scored
higher than those living with one parent.
The researcher noted several conclusions from the study. An important conclusion
was that the Upward Bound Program helps to build resilience and that resilience
positively impacts the participants’ GPAs. Maintaining good grades in school is a major
factor in students staying in school and going to college; therefore, educators should
promote fostering resilience for at-risk students, especially for African American males.
Another conclusion was that rural students need more opportunities to participate in
programs that foster resilience. Key factors of resilience programs are caring, and
supportive adults, who are interested in the students’ school work, and adults who have
high expectations for the students. School leaders and educators should seek to create
warm, supportive school climates and opportunities for all students to achieve.
The implications for the study can be very useful to educators and educational leaders
as well as for professionals who work in dropout prevention and pre-college programs in
Georgia. Also, the findings in the study can serve as a basis for strengthening parental
involvement and support from adult mentors for K-12 students. Ultimately, the findings
should provide a basis for promoting resilience in all students, especially at-risk students
due to poverty.
INDEX WORDS: Resilience, At-risk students, the Upward Bound Program, Academic
performance.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
“All children can learn. We already know more than we need to help them to learn
but the question is, how we feel about the fact that we haven’t yet?”
Edmonds, 1981
As Edmonds (1981) suggested, much research has been conducted on a variety of strategies
and programs to help at-risk students (Respress & Lutfi, 2006), and recently, there has been
much focus on strength-based approaches such as resilience, which appears to hold much
promise in helping children (Benard, 2004; Garmezy, 1993; Civita, 2000). But unfortunately,
even armed with new understandings and new programs, there were almost the same number of
children and families living in adversity as ten years ago (Benard, 2004). Furthermore,
widespread failure in US schools still imposed great societal and personal costs (Lips, 2008;
Murray & Naranjo, 2008). Enrollment in public schools was at an all time high and the student
body was becoming more diverse; in addition, minority students were disproportionately
clustered in high poverty schools (NCES, 2008). According to researchers (Dunn, 2004:
Stephens, 1987; Brown & Rife, 1991), lack of interest in school, low grades, poor reading and
math skills, financial problems, misconduct, personality problems, family problems, and socioeconomic problems were among the reasons that some students are unsuccessful at school. The
needs of at-risk students were great and varied as they faced a future that was overwhelmingly
negative (Lange & Lehr, 1999). In spite of the fact that there were a multitude of programs
funded by millions of dollars to meet the needs of at-risk students (Butler, 1999), the needs of atrisk students were challenging and educators were under increasing pressure to attain positive
results on standardized tests and to improve school conditions (Kemp, 2000). Several programs
that have been designed to help students at risk of dropping out of school include the Gear Up
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Program (Hewett & Rodgers, 2003), alternative schools (Wehlage, Rutter, Smith, Lesko, &
Fernandez, 1989) such as Minnesota’s Second Chance Program (Lange & Lehr, 1999), the 21st
Century Program (Zhang and Byrd, 2006), and the Communities in School Program
(http://www.cisnet.org/).
One program that was identified as having the potential to help at-risk students to succeed
academically and appeared to have several of the factors that promote resilience was the Upward
Bound Program. The primary goal of the program is to keep at-risk students in school and
provide them with the skills and motivation to go on to complete post secondary education The
Upward Bound Program is usually administered by a post secondary institution or public agency
(Callahan & Curtin, 2004). This program is quite dynamic in its method of delivering services to,
and fostering motivation in, at-risk high school students (Myers & Schirm, 1999). The Upward
Bound Program’s mission is to help at-risk students build the skills and motivation necessary to
enter, persist, and complete four (4) year colleges and universities (McElroy & Armesto, 1998).
According to a report prepared for the US Department of Education by Callahan and Curtin
(2004), there have been only two national evaluation studies of the Upward Bound Program
since its inception in 1965. In 1993, the Government and Performance and Results Act (GRPA)
and the US Department of Education began the requirement of performance reports from all
TRIO Programs (TRIO was coined by Congress and refers to the first three federal programs for
low income, potential first-generation students: the Upward Bound Program, the Educational
Talent Search Program, and the Student Support Services Program). Therefore, each Upward
Bound Program must complete an annual report each year. This study investigated the
relationship between resilience and the academic achievement of at-risk high school students
enrolled in the Upward Bound program as participants.
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Background of the Study
Resilience
By the decade of the1990s, researchers became increasingly focused on a
phenomenon known as resilience (Bernard, 2004). Resilience has been defined as the ability to
remain competent despite unrelenting adversities, and it also refers to the ability to bounce back
from or rebound from psychological harm (Civita, 2000). Rutter (1993) noted that two
elements necessary to develop resilience were exposure to risk factors and the presence of
protective factors.
According to Benard (2004), protective factors were defined as caring teachers and staff;
caring climate; involved parents (Garmezy, 1993); small classes; school based mentoring;
school-community partnerships; high expectations; and opportunities for students to participate
and contribute. Also, disciplinary practices were designed to keep students connected, such as
using in-school suspensions instead of out-of-school suspensions (Benard, 2004). In a study
involving at-risk students transitioning between school levels, Reis, Colbert, and Hebert (2005)
conducted research using in-depth, comparative case studies on 35 academically talented,
culturally diverse students in middle school who were considered as at-risk because of poverty.
At the end of the study, researchers found that 17 participants were deemed as underachievers
after they entered high school. The 18 participants that did well academically in high school were
able to overcome the adverse conditions in their neighborhoods through their experience with
protective factors.
In another study on protective factors, Constantine, Benard, and Diaz (1999) produced
an assessment tool based on the protective factors of educational resilience. The researchers
used a panel of specialists to review literature on resilience, protective factors, and risk factors of
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youth development to create a more accurate framework on resilience and to compile a list of
items to use on an assessment instrument. The panel also reviewed several assessments on
protective factors already in existence. The result of that project was an assessment known as
“The Healthy Kids Survey” which is used by the California Department of Education for all of its
1050 school districts (www.wested.org/cs/chks/print/docs/chks_home.html). The researchers
found that there were both internal and external protective factors that can be grouped into six
clusters; three (3) internal protective clusters were social competence, autonomy and sense of
self, and sense of meaning and purpose. Three external protective factors were caring
relationships, meaningful involvement, and high expectations. Constantine, Benard, and Diaz
noted that each of these main clusters has several sub-factors that operate within the
environments of home, school, and community and that the external factors were instrumental in
fostering the internal protective factors.
Researchers have defined protective factors in several ways. A protective factor
was identified, under certain circumstances, as factors that reduced the potential negative
outcome of an individual’s risk to a psychosocial problem (Little, Axford, & Morpeth, 2003).
Rutter (1979) noted that a protective factor worked like a risk factor but in a different direction;
protective factors inhibited rather than accentuated a potential negative outcome or deficiency.
Garmezy (1996) stated that there was a difference between the presence of a protective factor
and its operation. According to Garmezy, a potential protective factor may not be useful without
the presence of a risk and the individual’s ability to use the potential protective factor
appropriately. Therefore, protective factors do not operate without the presence of a risk that can
be moderated or inhibited by the potential protective factor.
Resilience research was significant in education as researchers began to investigate
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why some students succeed despite the fact that they face overwhelming odds (Lugg & Boyd,
1993); they noted that students can possess educational or academic resilience. Researchers have
further found that academic resilience is not a “fixed” attribute of a few students, but it is
alterable and it can be developed and fostered (Padron, Waxman, & Huang, 1999).
The Upward Bound Program
One program that already might have fostered resilience in its participants, who were at-risk
due to poverty, was the Upward Bound program. The Upward Bound Program’s primary
purpose was to motivate and prepare talented, low income students (Balz & Esten, 1998) with an
opportunity to attend and graduate from college. The guidelines and regulations were very
specific in the eligibility requirements of students for participation in the program (Sec. 402C. 20
U.S.C. 1070a.). The participants must have been between 13 and 19 years old and they must
have completed 8th grade, but they could not have entered 12th grade. Also, two-thirds of the
participants in any Upward Bound Program must have been low income, according to federal
guidelines for the year that they entered, and potential, first-generation to attend college in their
family. The participants that made up the other third of a project, must have been either low
income or potential, first-generation to attend college. All participants must have been US
citizens, lived in an area mandated by the US, or lived in the US in a situation other than
temporary and had already notified the Office of Immigration and Naturalization of their intent
to become US citizens.
The Upward Bound Program provided participants with a variety of programs and services to
motivate and prepare them for postsecondary institutions. Participants received supplemental
academic assistance (academic classes) as well as tutoring to raise their grade point averages and
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to prepare them for the academic challenges of college. Furthermore, participants received
academic, personal, and career counseling. The counseling services helped the participants in
developing goals. Also, counselors assisted them with problems at school, home, and in their
neighborhoods. Participants toured a variety of four-year colleges and universities; they attended
an array of cultural events such as operas, ballets and classical music programs. Also, they toured
museums, aquariums, and historical sites as well as participated in a variety of workshops on
ACT and SAT prep. Such services and experiences provided students with cultural and
educational experiences to enhance their self-esteem and sense of purpose, academic knowledge,
and cultural awareness. Participants resided on a college campus for six weeks during the
summer until they graduated so that they can experience life on a college campus.
All of the students in the Upward Bound Program came into the program at-risk. However,
the program provided external protective factors such as caring adults, opportunities for
meaningful involvement, and high expectations. Caring adults were available through the
program’s staff, teachers, and mentors who worked with the Upward Bound students at least four
times a month during the academic year and everyday during the six-weeks, on campus summer
program. Furthermore, students had leadership opportunities in the Upward Bound Program’s
student government and numerous community service projects. The staff of the Upward Bound
Program expected each participant to enter and graduate from college with a bachelor’s degree.
These external protective factors helped to foster internal protective factors such as social
competence, which was defined as the ability to coordinate resources and build successful
relationships (Rydell, Hagekull, & Bohlin, 1997), a sense of self, and meaning and purpose in
life.
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Statement of the Problem
In spite of everything that researchers and educators knew about children, especially at-risk
children, US schools still were failing to adequately educate all children. There were numerous
programs funded by millions of dollars poured into public education; yet, there were few positive
outcomes. Many Americans demanded better results and believed that the failure of US schools
was a national risk to the stability and security of the country.
Over the past ten years, there has been much research that strongly supported resilience as
one possible solution in helping at-risk students as well as all other students. Resilience is a
strength based concept that all children have strengths and can be taught to use their strengths to
negate, inhibit, or moderate the affects of at-risk factors that can cause them psycho-social harm.
Researchers have learned much about resilience such as it can be fostered in all children through
protective factors such as caring adults, opportunities for involvement, and high expectations.
Furthermore, researchers have known that resilience was fostered in the presence of adversity,
and that it operated within the context of home, school, and the community.
However, there was little empirical evidence or studies on resilience in terms of its
implementation in an education program. The Upward Bound Program was thought to contribute
to its participants’ resilience which was inherent in its goals of helping participants to persist
through high school and college and through its wide array of services that correlated with the
protective factors of resilience such as high involvement, high expectations, and caring adults.
Yet, there was little or no research available to support this belief. This study provided results to
help fill the gap in the literature on resilience and the extent that resilience was fostered by the
Upward Bound Program and the extent that it impacted academic achievement of at-risk
students. Therefore, the primary question of this study was to determine the relationship between
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resilience and academic achievement of at-risk high school students in the Upward Bound
Program in Georgia.
Research Questions
This study had one overarching question and four sub questions. To what extent was
resilience related to the academic performance of at-risk high school students enrolled in the
Upward Bound Program in Georgia? The four sub-questions were as follows:
1. To what extent were at-risk, high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound
Program resilient?
2. To what extent did at-risk, high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound
Program achieve academically?
3. To what extent was academic achievement related to resilience in at-risk, high school
seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program?
4. To what extent did resilience relate to the demographic characteristics of gender, type
of family, race, and location of at-risk, high school seniors enrolled in the Upward
Bound Program?
Significance of the Problem
There were considerable resources and programs available that promised to help at-risk
students; and yet, educators have only recently begun to tap into the power of resilience.
Resilience is an asset that can be fostered easily within the school environment. This study had
valuable implications for educators and the at-risk students that they serve, in that, it helped
educators to understand the role of resilience in academic success, as well as provided outcome
data to support the primary goal of the Upward Bound Program, which was to prepare low
income, potential first-generation college students for post secondary education.
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The Upward Bound Program has been in existence since 1964 and has served thousands of
at-risk high school students. While there was much research on academic achievement and atrisk students and a growing body of literature on resilience, there was little research available on
the effects of the Upward Bound Program’s services in fostering resilience and the extent that
resilience may be responsible for the participants’ academic achievement. In this study, the
researcher identified the extent to which at-risk students, at the end of the program, were resilient
and to what extent their resilience was related to their academic achievement. The findings have
implications for K-12 educators, college administrators, and TRIO personnel who have
supported the Upward Bound Program and its goals in helping at-risk students for many years.
This study was important to the researcher because she has spent over 22 years in public
education; 13 years as a teacher and nine (9) years as an assistant principal and has spent three
(3) years as an Assistant Director of an Upward Bound Program. She has witnessed firsthand the
protective factors that have influenced the lives of many of her students as well as in her own.
The researcher was one of ten siblings raised in a very poor, southeast Georgia county where
both parents dropped out of school to work. Yet, through hard work, determination, and high
expectations from her parents, the researcher and all of her siblings graduated from high school
during the l960s and l970s, which was not the norm in southeast Georgia.
Procedure
This research study was quantitative, in that, it was based on data collected from The
Healthy Kids Survey developed by Constantine, Benard, and Diaz (1999) for WestEd on
resilience. The instrument was administered to 91 senior participants in Upward Bound
Programs located in Georgia. According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (2007), survey instruments are
generally more economical in cost and time when participants cover a wide geographical area.
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Also, Gall, Borg, and Gall state that questionnaires or survey instruments are convenient in that
the participants can complete them at their leisure and in any order.
Participants were chosen by “purposeful sampling” so that the researcher could collect data
from a specific population of seniors enrolled in an Upward Bound Program in Georgia. The
researcher chose 200 possible participants enrolled in several Upward Bound Programs and of
that number, 91 agreed to participate by completing the instrument. Furthermore, all of the
participants were at-risk by the fact that they qualified and enrolled in an Upward Bound
Program, which was specifically designed for low income, potential first generation college
students.
The data collected were quantitative in nature and were transferred and input into the
Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) data analysis system. The descriptive statistics
such as mean, mode, and standard deviation were used to analyze and compare the data. Also,
Pearson’s r Correlation method was used to correlate several independent variables such as
gender, family type, and GPA. The data collection process took about six weeks from
beginning to end. The findings were presented through a narrative summary.
Limitations
The study had two limitations that are identified as follows:
1. The study hinged on self-reported information concerning participants and their
perceptions.
2. The researcher depended on respondents who choose to complete and return the
instrument.
Delimitations
This study had one delimitation:
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1. The researcher had to rely on others to administer the instruments and to return them.
Definitions
•

Upward Bound Program. The Upward Bound Program is a program designed to motivate
and prepare low income and potential, first generation to attend college, high school
students for educational success beyond secondary school, specifically four-year colleges
or universities. (Sec. 402C Higher Education Act of 1965; SEC. 402C. 20 U.S.C. 1070a.)

•

First-generation college student. A first-generation college student is an individual both
of whose parents do not possess a baccalaureate degree or an individual who resides with
and receives support from only one parent or guardian who does not possess a
baccalaureate degree.

•

Low-income student. A low-income student is an individual whose family’s taxable
income does not exceed 150 percent of the poverty level amount in the calendar year
proceeding the year in which the individual initially participates in the project (Chart,
page 31). The poverty level is established by the Bureau of the Census of the U.S.
Department of Commerce (Federal Register, Section 643.7b).

•

Post-secondary school. Post-secondary schools are institutions of higher education which
include technical colleges, two-year/community colleges, and/or four-year colleges and
universities.

•

Resilience. Resiliency is the human capacity to deal with, overcome, learn from, and be
transformed by adversity (Grotberg, 2003).

•

TRIO programs. The term TRIO was first used to describe the original three
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programs: The Upward Bound Program which originated from the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 and Educational Talent Search and Student Support Services
which were created by the Higher Education Act of 1965 (McElroy & Armesto, 1998).
Summary
Researchers noted the following: 1) Resilience behavior can be learned by all students.
2) Protective factors do not exist in isolation; there must be an element of risk in order for
protective factors to be beneficial. 3) Protective factors operate in at least four environments in
which children live and operate: school, home, peer group, and community or neighborhood. 4)
Resilient children have high self-efficacy and high student involvement at school. Also
according to researchers, schools that foster resilience share many commonalities with effective
schools.
Moreover, researchers state that schools can be powerful environments that can provide
opportunities to promote and foster many of the factors of resilience such as providing mentors,
caring adults, high parent participation, and high student expectations. Furthermore, other
educational programs such as the Upward Bound Program may promote and foster resilience
through the variety of services and resources afforded to its participants. Such a program can
serve as a model for public school leaders in educating high at-risk students. Furthermore, the
Upward Bound Program can supplement schools by offering many opportunities for student
involvement like cultural trips and college tours, supplemental academic support, mentoring
partners, tutoring, and community involvement.
This quantitative study has potential value. It has added knowledge to resilience research in
that it was conducted in Georgia. It has identified the extent that resilience is related to the
academic success of Upward Bound students. Lastly, it has identified to what extent Upward
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Bound participants are resilient. This study can be very useful to educators, especially
educational leaders, as they struggle with limited resources to find ways to improve the quality of
education for all students during a time of high accountability. Resilience offers much hope and
promise as a way to nurture qualities such as self-efficacy, caring relationships, meaningful
participation, and resourcefulness within all students to help them to attain their academic goals
and success at school.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
The review of the literature examined the role of resilience in academic achievement of high
school students who have been labeled as “at-risk” for school failure. In the review, the
researcher identified terminology and case studies involving “at-risk” students and the needs of
different groups of at-risk high school students. Also, the review addressed case studies on
protective factors, resilience, and resilience in school which is often called “academic” or
“educational” resilience. Lastly, the literature review addressed programs that purport to use
protective factors to help at-risk, high school students such as the Minnesota Second Chance
Program, the 21st Century Program, the Gear Up Program, and finally the Upward Bound
Program. After exploring case studies, terms, and programs in the literature review related to atrisk, high school students, resilience, and academic achievement, the researcher added to the
literature by tying these factors together by conducting this study which identified the extent to
which resilience was related to the academic achievement of at-risk students. By using at-risk
students in the Upward Bound Program who have had special intervention by their exposure to
protective factors through the program’s services, the researcher helped to fill a literature gap on
the protective factors of resilience in the Upward Bound Program.
It is very important for researchers and educators to study at-risk high school students who
have defied the odds by turning their negative situations into positive outcomes. Many of these
resilient students came from some of the most devastating circumstances, the most crime-ridden
communities, and the most dysfunctional families; yet, without purposeful intervention, they
were successful at school and in society! If researchers could determine the relationship between
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resilience in students and their academic achievement, educators could very possibly foster
resilience in all youths. Researchers and educators already knew much about at-risk high school
students and their needs in general; what was less known and less clear was how to use resilience
as an intervention tool. Researchers have identified characteristics of resilient students and
protective factors associated with resilience; yet, most of the research had been in “after the fact”
studies. Researchers and educators should now focus on ways to implement an intervention
program to help foster resilience in students instead of studying it after the fact.
There was much that researchers and educators already knew about students who are at-risk,
and they knew much about the factors of resilience. US school systems were still troubled by the
growing number of students who were not successful in school, and educators were still
searching for ways to implement what they knew into a workable solution to help all students to
succeed. This study helped educators by providing information by focusing on the Upward
Bound Program, the extent that it fostered resilience, and the extent of that resilience was related
to the academic performance of participants.
Literature Review
At-risk High School Students
There have been many studies conducted on at-risk high school students that support earlier
research on the protective factors of resilience. Testerman (1996) cited an experimental study at
Lely High School in Naples, FL in which 29 teachers agreed to act as advisors to 29 at-risk high
school students. The study found that 12 students in the control group had dropped out of school
while only 5 of the participants dropped out and the participants had higher grade point averages
The teachers stated that their advisees were happier and friendlier and increased their attendance
at school. Also they noted that the participants spent less time sleeping in class, more time on
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homework, and showed more dedication to school. Testerman stated that the support and
attention the teachers gave to the students helped to create a warm, caring environment in which
the students could flourish.
In southeast Alabama, Niebuhr and Niebuhr (1999) surveyed 241 high school freshmen to
examine the cultural elements of school climate on academic achievement. The researchers
found that certain relationships were related significantly to student achievement: the teacher/
student relationship and student/peer relationship. The study suggested that warm caring teachers
are able to influence the students’ motivation; students work harder for teachers that they believe
like them (Glasser, 1993). Also, the student’s peer group appeared to be very important as peer
groups can provide support, motivation, and shared norms for individual students.
In a 2003 study conducted by Miller, Fitch and Marshall, 254 students in grades 7th through
12th enrolled in public high schools and alternative schools in Kentucky were surveyed on the
topic of locus of control. Locus of control refers to one’s sense of control of his environment;
individuals with an internal locus of control believe that they are in control of their own failures
and successes while those with and external locus of control believe that outside forces control
their failures and successes (Schonert-Reichl & Muller, 1996). The study found that alternative
school students showed more of an external locus of control compared to regular high school
students. Furthermore, Caucasian students showed a slightly higher score for external locus of
control than did African American students, but there was little difference in scores among males
and female. The researchers noted that locus of control is very important in working with at-risk
students and that students enrolled in alternative schools need more help in understanding that
some of their problems are related directly to choices that they made. Miller, Fitch, and Marshall
(2003) noted that at-risk high school students often exhibit problematic behaviors as a result of
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ineffective and self damaging choices; yet, these students were more likely to blame their
problems on external forces (external locus of control) in the environment rather than on internal
forces (internal locus of control) such as personal choice.
Newman, Myers, Newman, Lohman, and Smith (2000), conducted a study on academically
promising, low income, African American students. The students were participants in an
intervention program known as the Young Scholars Program (YSP) located on the campus of
Ohio State University. The main focus of the study was to further understand the students’
perception of their transition from middle school to high school; specifically the researchers
wanted to examine the role of motivating factors, peers, parents, teachers, and their
neighborhood on the students’ academic performance during the transition. Newman, Myers,
Newman, Lohman, and Smith (2000) found that at the end of 9th grade, 13 students maintained
high performance (HP) with grade point averages above 3.0; while the rest of the students
dropped academically and were considered to be low performance (LP) students by the
researchers.
Newman, Myers, Newman, Lohman, and Smith (2000) identified several significant
findings in the study. 1) In the transition to high school, both high and low performing students
noted that teachers were very important. Supportive teachers tended to be most needed by low
performing students. 2) Twelve of the high performing students stated that their mother provided
primary support for their academics; the other high performing student’s mother was deceased.
While only three of the low performing students stated that their mother was supportive of their
academics. 3) Eleven HP and 8 LP students stated that they had other family members who were
supportive of their academics; yet, 69% of HP and only 22% of LP students stated that they had
other family members to turn to when faced with a challenge. 4) LP students were more likely
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than HP students to mention unrelated adults as supportive. 5) HP students stated that studying
and working hard were directly related to academic performance; while, LP students were less
clear about why their academic performance was low and they talked more about other school
concerns than did the HP students. 6) Both groups mentioned peers as motivators or distractions
to academic success.
At-risk High School Students due to Poverty
There was much research on poverty and its effects on students’ academic achievement
(Battle, 2002 & Caldwell & Ginther, 1996). Bradley and Crowyn (2002) stated that children
living in poverty have less access to educational resources such as books, museums, libraries,
theaters, and community educational centers than children living in higher socio-economic
levels. Bradley and Crowyn also cited that parents from higher socio-economic status (SES) tend
to talk to their children more and engage them in more educational conversations than parents in
low SES. Ram and Hou (2003) noted that research suggests that lone parents make fewer
demands on their children, do not adequately monitor their children’s time, and use less effective
disciplinary strategies. Research further found that lone parents work longer hours to make up
for less income, and they suggested that such parenting behaviors negatively impact children’s
academic performance (Ram and Hou).
PISA (Program for International Student Assessment), sponsored by the Organization of
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the Norwegian Ministry of Government,
conducted a triennial study that was performed in three year phases from 2000 to 2006 (Levin,
2007; NCES, 2008). In this study, PISA tested 15-year-olds in over 40 countries in six scholastic
areas such as reading, math, and science. In 2000, 32 nations participated; in 2003, 41 countries
participated; and in 2006, 57 countries participated. Researchers in the study consistently found
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that in all three test years that the single most powerful influence on students’ educational
outcomes as well as life outcomes was socio-economic status (Levin, NCES).
Gillock and Reyes (1999) conducted a study on the relationship between stress and school
performance and adjustment on low-income, high school students in an urban high school
located in a poor, Latino neighborhood in Chicago. The participants were 158 sophomore
students of Mexican descent. The results of the study were interesting. The participants (46%)
noted that their family’s financial situation was a major stressor; also approximately half of the
males and one-third of the females stated that they had to work after school. School stressors
were a mixture of positive and negative responses. The females (43%) and males (22%) stated
that receiving special recognition such as “making the honor roll” was a major life stressor at
school; yet, 40% of the males and 22% of females noted that trouble with school officials was a
major stressor. The majority of participants (65%) noted that their mother was their primary
source of emotional support and their siblings and father were their next level of emotional
support. It is important to note that 54% of the participants reported that they rarely saw the
principal and another 24% reported that the principal was not a source of support. Also, 39% of
the participants stated that they rarely see their counselor. However, 75% of the participants
stated that their teachers were somewhat or very supportive of them. Overall, the students had a
mean GPA of only 2.30 on a 4.0 scale. Gillock and Reyes noted that stress was related to
academic performance, while support was not. In this case where students lived in high at-risk,
urban areas, perhaps support from family, peers, and school officials was not enough to counter
the stressors related to academic performance.
Gillock and Reyes (1999) suggested that there was a positive relationship between high level
of stress and increased risk for school failure. Also, Gillock and Reyes stated that stressors
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associated with disadvantaged youth may have an adverse effect on or inhibit protective factors
such as strong support from teachers. Furthermore, the researchers cited that the participants in
the study volunteered and represented only a small percent of the student body; they also noted
that the disadvantaged circumstances of an urban, high risk school may leave the principal and
faculty ill equipped to handle the problems associated with high at-risk students.
At-risk male students in High School
Evident throughout the review of the literature was the somber and dismal plight of black
males in education. Whiting, in 2006, noted that black males were not succeeding in the public
school setting. Black males were more likely to be suspended, expelled, or become drop outs;
also, they tended to have lower standardized test scores, lower grade point averages, and higher
referrals to special education than other groups of students (Whiting, 2004; NCES, 2005).
Furthermore, Ferguson (2001) noted that as black males proceed through school, they become
less engaged in formal education, and Ogbu (2004) stated that black males eventually begin to
devalue school and academics. Researchers further stated that black males were
underrepresented in gifted programs (Ford, 1996) throughout the United States by as much as
50% to 70% (Grantham, 2004). Grantham stated that black males were underrepresented more
than black females in gifted programs.
In 2004, Grantham investigated the reasons why a black male would want to participate in a
gifted program since so few black males are accepted into such programs. Therefore, Grantham
did a case study on one black male that he gave the pseudo name “Rocky Jones.” Rocky Jones
attended a semi-rural Virginia high school with an enrollment of 1871 students; however, out of
the 123 students in the school identified as gifted, only two black males were in the program.
Rocky, a 9th grader, was one of those black males. In Rocky’s school, black males represented
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16% of the total student population; however, black males represented only 3% of the gifted
population.
Grantham (2004) pointed out that several things made Rocky’s experience in the gifted
program successful. 1) Rocky possessed a charismatic personality that helped him to break down
barriers such as stereotypes about black males. 2) Rocky was encouraged and nurtured by his
teachers; Rocky noted that one of his fourth grade teachers taught him how to organize and study
more efficiently. 3) Organizational skills help Rocky to succeed in gifted and rigorous courses
that demanded much of his time. 4) Rocky possessed high self-efficacy and competence in his
academic ability that had been encouraged and nurtured by his teachers and peers. 5) Rocky was
able to create positive peer relationships within and outside of the gifted program. He was
considered a model student because of his academic abilities, not because he acted “white or
black.”
In a similar, but larger study on high achieving black males, Maton, Hraboski, and Greif
(1998) investigated the relationship between parenting styles and academic achievement. The
participants in that study were 60 high-achieving black males who were selected to participate in
the Meyerhoff Scholars Program at the University of Maryland Baltimore County University
(UMBC) between 1989 and 1995. The Meyerhoff Scholars Program is a support program for
students interested in majoring in science, engineering, and mathematics. Students selected for
the program have GPAs and SAT scores that rank them in the highest 3% of black high school
students across the nation.
The results found that four common parenting styles or themes emerged from the data. 1)
The first parenting style showed a strong focus and determination of getting a good education for
the participants. 2) Discipline and 3) strict limit-setting emerged as parenting themes in which
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the parents embedded a strong sense of right and wrong in their sons. Another parenting theme
that resulted from the data were 4) loving, caring, and supportive parents; especially the
participants noted that their mothers provided guidance and comfort. Also, the participants
reported that they could openly discuss problems with their parents, even difficult subjects like
sex and drugs. Some of the participants did not have fathers present in the home, but those who
did live with their father spoke very highly of them.
Maton, Hraboski, and Greif (1998) found that the results of the study were supported by
much literature on successful students. Factors such as having high expectations, high parental
involvement, discipline, nurturance by caring adults, and exposure to educational resources were
supported by other researchers (Benard, 2004; Garmezy, 1993; Connell, Spencer, and Abet,
1994; Jarrett, 1995). However, the researchers Maton, Hraboski, and Greif noted that the
findings in this study were not conclusive in that many of the parents were well educated and
that it was difficult to isolate parenting style as the sole reason that the participants excelled.
At-risk female students in High School
Many adolescent females are also at-risk of dropping out of school. While boys make up the
majority of juveniles in the juvenile justice system, girls are quickly catching up; girls account
for one out of four arrests of juveniles (Rodney & Mupier, 2004). However, there has been little
focus on girls when issues of juvenile justice are discussed (Dohrn, 2004; Chesney-Lind, 1999).
Also, teen pregnancy presents several challenges. According to a report issued by the Allan
Guttmacher Institute (2006), each year almost 750, 000 young women between ages 15-19
become pregnant. Overall, 75 of every 1000 young women become pregnant, and the highest
pregnancy rates were among African American females at a rate of 134 per 1000, followed by
Hispanic females at 131 per 1000 (Guttmacher, 2006). Furthermore, pregnant or parenting teens
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were more likely to drop out and exhibit lower academic achievement than their peers (Berry,
Shillington, Peak, & Hohman, 2000).
Young, Martin, and Ting (2001) conducted a study using data collected by the National
Education Longitudinal Study (NELS) that collected a variety of baseline data on a national
sample of 25,000 8th graders from 1000 schools in 1988. The researchers collected data a second
time from 1,851 females from the original group as their class entered 10th grade, and researchers
collected data a third time as the females entered 12th grade. The girls were surveyed on topics
about pregnancy, child birth, school attendance, personal efficacy, locus of control, and their
future expectations.
The results of the study showed significant differences between the female students who
were pregnant or had a child, and students who did not have a child and had never been pregnant.
The pregnant students and those who had a child had more of an external locus of control and
poorer personal self efficacy than the females who did not have a child and was not pregnant.
There was a difference in the educational expectations of the two groups where as the group that
had a child or were pregnant had lower educational expectations; yet, this group had
approximately the same career level expectations as the females who did not have children.
However, the females who had children or were pregnant had more traditional career
expectations than the other group of females. From the baseline data collected when the students
were 8th graders, Young, Martin, and Ting (2001) found that career expectation levels were
independent of later pregnancy status.
At-risk Culturally Diverse High School Students
Many culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students were at-risk of school failure,
according to Gonzales, Brusca-Vega, and Yawkey (1997). The students who were CLD must
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acquire a second language and a second culture, according to Baca and Cervantes (1998).
Learning a second language could be a slow process that involved different ways of learning,
thinking, interacting, and communicating (Baca & Cervantes). Also, CLD students often came
from families that were low income and had less formal education; they were more likely to be
identified as disabled (Gonzales, Brusca-Vega, and Yawkey). As a result of these issues, CLD
students may not have developed the social skills, experiences, and academic skills needed to be
successful at school (Collier, 1998). Fradd and Correa (1989) noted that one of the primary
issues in bilingual education was the limited number of training programs that include crosscultural communication such as the ESOL (English for speakers of other languages).
Hassinger and Ploude (2005) conducted a study to examine characteristics of academically
successful Hispanic students in the Rock School District in north Washington. During the 20032004 school term, the researchers observed, interviewed, and collected data on four high
achieving Hispanic students. The results of the study found that the high achieving Hispanic
students had many of the protective factors identified in resilience research such as having
strong, caring adults in their lives (Glasser, 1993), believing that they were in control of their
own lives (Gillock & Reyes, 1999), belonging to a supportive family unit (Bradley & Crowyn,
2002), being involved in school activities, and feelings of belongingness at school (Murray &
Greenberg, 2000; Resnick et al., 1997).. The students also had good relationships with their
teachers (Grantham, 2004), and they believed that their teachers had high expectations of them
(Grantham, 2004).
There were a variety of complex individual, school, and societal problems that made it
difficult for some students to achieve at school and in society (Hock, Pulvers, Deshler, &
Schumaker, 2001). Some students failed in school for very obvious reasons such as poor self
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esteem, poor academic performance, excessive absences, family problems and poverty (Reis &
McCoach, 2000; Frymier, 1992). Frymier (1992) identified over 34 risk factors in five categories
of students who failed in school: academic failure, personal pain, family tragedy, family socioeconomic problems, and family instability. Researchers stated that many at-risk factors co-occur
because of cause and effect (Frymier, 1992; Benson, 1990). Frymier stated (1992, p.257) the
following:
Children, who hurt, hurt all over. Children, who fail, often fail in everything they
do. Risk is pervasive. If a student is at-risk in one area, that student is very likely to be
at-risk in many other areas.
Resilience
Definition of Resilience
Since the 1980s, much research and several studies have focused on at-risk children’s
strengths rather than their deficiencies (Patterson, 2001; Walsh, 1998; McMillan & Reed, 1994).
An important rationale for studying resilience rested in the fundamental assumption that
understanding how individuals overcame adversities and overcame trauma could reveal
adaptation processes that could be utilized to guide intervention programs for others at-risk
(Masten, 1994). Also, an appreciation for positive outcomes and dissatisfaction with the
pathological approach has helped to steer researchers toward mechanisms promoting resilience
(Walsh). The reason that some students succeeded despite the difficulties and pressures that they
encountered was of great interest to researchers and to educators (Reis, Colbert, & Hebert, 2005).
Several researchers have attempted to identify the factors that differentiate resilient and
invulnerable individuals (Rutter, 1979; Werner & Smith, 1989; Benard, 1991). Reis, Colbert, and
Hebert stated that resilience theory attempts to explain academic achievement in such students.
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Lastly, fostering resilience among students was an important goal for both teachers and
counselors (Lewis, 1999).
Several researchers have offered a definition for resilience and characteristics of resilience in
students; however, there was no universally accepted definition of what resilience is (Bellin &
Kovacs, 2006). According to Grotberg (2003), resiliency was the human capacity to deal with,
overcome, learn from, and be transformed by adversity. Novick (1998) found that self-esteem
and self-efficacy were key elements contributing to resiliency. Novick noted that resilient
children view problems and challenges as obstacles that can be worked on, changed, and
resolved; resilient children were active in problem solving, and developed flexible strategies and
skills to solve problems. Padron, Waxman, and Huang (1999), defined educational resilience as
“the heightened likelihood of success in school and other life accomplishments despite
environmental adversities brought about by early traits, conditions, and experiences.” Lugg and
Boyd (1993) defined resilience as the ability of individual children to adapt to and overcome
factors that place them in jeopardy. Fonagy et al. (1994) simply defined resilience as normal
development under difficult conditions.
Even though researchers gave several definitions of resilience, there were several
components of resilience on which most researchers agreed. Most agreed that resilience
emerged from interplay between risks and protective factors (Rutter, 2000; Patterson, 2001;
Kitano & Lewis, 2005). Rutter further explained that an individual must be faced with significant
adversity associated with an increase in the probability in social, emotional, behavioral, or
psycho-social difficulty. Another area of agreement was that resilience was a contextual
phenomenon and that resilience was developed from complex interactions among individual
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characteristics, family processes, and environmental conditions (Walsh, 1998; Bronfenbrenner,
1979; Kirby & Frasier, 1997).
Academic Resilience
Although resilience has been the focus of several studies in the context of individual life
events such as poor parenting, disadvantaged backgrounds, mental illness, and drug addition,
there has not been as much attention on academic resilience (Martin, 2002; Finn & Rock, 1997).
Padron, Waxman, and Huang (1999), defined educational resilience as the heightened likelihood
of success in school and other life accomplishments despite environmental adversities brought
about by early traits, conditions, and experiences. Martin (2002) defined academic resilience as a
student’s ability to overcome academic setbacks, stress and study pressure associated with
school. Catterall (1998) described academic resilience as an individual’s recovery from low
performance and alienation rather than individuals in an “at-risk” group such as low income
students. Wang, Haertel, and Walberg (1994) described educational resilience as the heightened
likelihood of school success and other life accomplishments despite adversities. Characteristics
of academic resilience included high participation in school, strong interpersonal skills (Benard,
1991; Finn & Rock, 1997), high self esteem and self efficacy, high expectations, and autonomy
(Masten, 1994; Benard, 1991).
Research on Resilience and Academics
Martin and Marsh (2006) conducted a study on resilience that involved 402 high school
students in grades 11th and 12th in two high schools in Australia. The focus of the study was twofold: the researchers wanted to test the validity of a new resilience instrument and the researchers
wanted to investigate the relationship between resilience and behavioral outcomes in school. The
results of the study showed that five factors related strongly to academic resilience: planning,
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control, self-efficacy, persistence, and low anxiety. The results also showed that academic
resilience predicts three educational and psychological outcomes which are self-esteem,
participation, and enjoyment of school.
Reis, Colbert, and Hebert (2005) conducted a study to investigate what factors high
achieving students attributed to their resilience and what factors may contribute to the inability to
display resilience in underachieving students. This study was a qualitative case study on 35 high
school freshmen and sophomores who were identified previously by school officials as
academically talented. The researchers interviewed, observed, and collected data on the
participants over a three year period. At the end of the study, 17 of the academically talented
participants had become underachievers; 18 of the participants had continued to do well and
according to the researchers, had developed resilience.
Reis, Colbert, and Hebert (2005) cited that protective factors such as personal characteristics
of sensitivity, independence, determination to succeed, appreciation for cultural diversity, and
inner will appeared to be present in the 18 high achieving students. Other protective factors that
helped the high achieving students were strong support systems at school and at home,
participation in special programs, participation in extra-curricular activities, summer enrichment
programs, and challenging classes. Furthermore, the high achievers had a clear, positive, outlook
for the future and stated that their high school experiences, negative and positive, helped to
prepare them for the future. Parents of the high achieving students stated that education was very
important to improving life.
The researchers noted that underachievers experienced several, negative factors. The
underachievers stated that school was boring and that their classes did not match their learning
styles. They also had negative interactions with their teachers and generally had peers who did
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not care about school. Also, they lacked parental support and monitoring at home and much
unstructured time. The underachievers had negative interactions with family members such as
inconsistent role models, sibling rivalries, and inappropriate parental expectations.
Reis, Colbert, and Hebert (2005) cited several interesting items in the study. First, the
underachieving students did not begin to underachieve until they reached high school. Also,
some of the high achieving students had short periods of underachieving, but they were able to
bounce back. Both high achievers and low achievers had family problems such as divorced
parents; however, the students differed on how they handled such problems. Furthermore, both
groups had socio-economic problems, but a majority of the high achievers’ parents were
employed.
Researchers have identified social support from family members, peers, school, and from the
community as an important characteristic of resilient students (Bernard, 1991; Wang et at, 1994;
Werner & Smith, 1982). Richman, Rosenfeld, and Bowen (1998) conducted a study to
investigate school outcomes of eight types of support by surveying students enrolled in the
Communities in Schools (CIS) Program. Communities in Schools was the largest dropout
prevention program in the United States according to Richman, Rosenfeld, and Bowen. The
participants in the study were 808 middle and high school students located in North Carolina and
Florida. The types of social support surveyed were listening support, technical appreciation
support (someone who appreciates the student), technical challenge support (someone who
encourages the student), and emotional support (someone who comforts the student). Other types
of support surveyed were emotional challenge support (someone who motivates the student to
think using his feelings and values), reality confirmation support (someone who supports the
student’s views), and tangible support (someone who provides money and other tangibles).
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Richman, Rosenfeld, and Bowen (1998) found that parental support was very important to
both middle school and high school students. The results of the instrument found that parents or
adult caregivers were the primary sources of emotional support, reality confirmation support,
personal assistance support, and technical challenge support for both middle and high school
students. High school students also stated that parents were their primary listening support; while
middle school students stated that their peers were their primary listening support. For tangible
assistance support, middle school students stated that neighbors were primary while high school
students stated that their parents and teachers provided their primary tangible support.
Particular types of social support were associated with desirable school outcomes. Middle
school students’ school satisfaction was affected by emotional, emotional challenge, and reality
confirmation support. Also, middle school students who had listening support tended to earn
higher grades and had a greater sense of self-efficacy; those they had technical challenge support
had better attendance. High school students’ time spent studying was affected by technical
appreciation support, emotional support, emotional challenge support, and personal assistance
support. Their grades were affected most by reality confirmation support; avoidance of problems
for high school students was most affected by technical challenge support. Emotional challenge
support affected the attendance of high school students. In conclusion, it was important to note
that all types of social support resulted in positive school outcomes for both middle and high
school students. Lerner and Benson (2003) stated that resilience is a combination of inner
strengths and external supports. All children need supportive parents, peers, schools, and mentors
to grow to their optimal development and potential strength (Brendtro & Longhurst, 2005).
In 1992, Hawkins, Royster, and Braddock investigated the relationship between athletic
participation and academic resilience in African American middle school students. The
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researchers used data collected in a longitudinal study by the US Department of Education’s
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) which surveyed nearly 25,000 eighth grade
students in 1988 on multitude of topics. Of the 1,105 African American males in the study, 58%
participated in interscholastic (between schools) sports and 52% participated in intramural
(within one school) sports. There were 1,112 African American females in the study, 40%
participated in interscholastic sports and 37% participated in intramural sports.
The results showed the there was significant evidence that interscholastic sports has a
positive influence on academic resilience. Furthermore, the results revealed that interscholastic
sports influenced athletes in their interest in school, enrollment in the college preparatory track,
and in their plans to attend college. However, interscholastic athletics did not have a significant
impact on the students’ desire to complete high school for male athletes; yet, it did influence
their behavior in a positive manner in discipline. The interscholastic athletes stated that
participation in sports impacted their status among peers. Both males and females reported that
sports made them popular in school.
For intramural sports, the results for educational plans and peer status were similar to those
for interscholastic athletes. However, for both African American males and females, there was
not a significant relationship between this type of sports’ involvement and academic investment
(resilience). Interestingly, males reported that intramural sports made them feel very important at
school and the males had higher peer status than females in middle school intramural sports.
Protective Factors
Researchers have identified several protective factors associated with fostering resilience in
students. Rak and Patterson (1996) cited factors that they classified in the following categories or
environments: personal characteristics, family conditions or characteristics, and environmental
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factors. Other researchers added school as another environment that can foster protective factors
of resilience. Some researchers divided protective factors into two groups: internal and external
factors. However, most researchers agreed that the following environments or categories can
provide opportunities to foster resilience in children. Also, it was important to note that
researchers have not found one particular protective factor that was totally responsible for
resilience or success in one specific area. Also, a protective factor cannot be viewed in the
absence of adversity or the potential for danger; therefore, a protective factor was possible only
in the presence of risk. Researchers warned that protective factors are static and what works in
one situation, may not work in another situation. Most of the literature on resilience supported
the concept that an individual may develop both internal and external protective factors and that
the protective factors were fostered or hindered by the environments in which the individual
lived and socialized such as in his family, school, and community.
Internal protective factors
Four attributes or personal characteristics were identified by Bernard (1993), were as
follows: (a) social competence, (b) problem solving skills, (c) autonomy, and (d) sense of
purpose. Most researchers agreed that there were several characteristics that resilient children
have in common (Tarwater, 1993). Tarwater stated that resilient children were active in solving
problems and constructively perceived their experiences; from birth, they were able to gain
positive attention; they maintained optimism and found escape in hobbies; they liked to do well
in school and had a close relationship to at least one caregiver or personal friend who cared about
the child as an individual.
Certain characteristics of families, schools, and communities were related to the development
of personal, internal strengths (protective factors) that led to healthy development and successful
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learning (Benard, 2004). Internal protective factors that helped to foster resilience were problem
solving, self confidence, charismatic personality, self efficacy, academic efficacy, and feelings of
belongingness. Such factors included an active approach to problem-solving (Rak & Patterson,
1996; Novick, 1998; Bernard, 1993; Tarver, 1993), an ability from infancy to gain positive
attention (Grantham, 2004; Werner, 1984; Osofsky & Thompson, 2000), an optimistic approach
to life, and the ability to be alert and proactive (Rak & Patterson, 1996). Novick (1998) noted
that resilient children view problems and challenges as obstacles that can be worked on, changed,
and resolved; resilient children were active in problem solving, and developed flexible strategies
and skills to solve problems. Another internal protective factor was an internal locus of control
(Miller, Fitch, & Marshall, 2003; Rotter, 1966). An internal locus of control refers to one’s belief
that outcomes in life are based on one’s personal effort or ability or the lack of effort or ability.
Several researchers (Grantham, 2004; Garmezy, 1983; Harter, 1990; Compas, 1987) stated that
self confidence, feelings of efficacy and cognitive skills were important to a child’s ability to
overcome stressful situations. High expectations (Maton, Hraboski & Greif, 1998; Young,
Martin, & Ting, 2001), positive self esteem (Novick, 1998), and feelings of belongingness
(Benard, 1993) were well noted in the literature as protective factors in building resilience in
children. Student’s academic self efficacy could influence their academic achievement, their
level of interest, and intellectual pursuits (Bandura, 1995; Alfassi, 2003).
External protective factors
External protective factors included caring adults, consistent discipline, parental
involvement, opportunities for service to others, and social competence. Rak and Patterson
(1996) noted that family factors included nurturing during the early years of life from an array of
caregivers, the availability of sibling caregivers, and structure and rules in the household.
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Werner (1984) and Tarwater (1993) stated that a child’s close bond with a caregiver during the
first years of life is an important protective factor. Also, supportive and involved parents (Maton,
Hraboski, & Greif, 1998; Garmezy, 1993) have a positive effect on children. Gutman, Sameroff,
and Eccles (2002) stated that consistent discipline and high parental involvement had positive
effects a child’s academic performance Active involvement in acts of required helpfulness
(Werner, 1984) fosters resilience. Bernard (1993) identified social competence and caring
teachers. Other external protective factors included role models outside the family, such as
teachers, mentors, coaches, clergy, neighbors, and counselors (Rak & Patterson, 1996).
Four attributes or personal characteristics were identified by Bernard (1993), were as
follows: (a) social competence, (b) problem solving skills, (c) autonomy, and (d) sense of
purpose. Most researchers noted that there were several characteristics that resilient children
have in common (Tarwater, 1993). Tarwater stated that resilient children were active in solving
problems and constructively perceived their experiences; from birth, they were able to gain
positive attention; they maintained optimism and found escape in hobbies; they liked to do well
in school and have had a close relationship to at least one caregiver or personal friend who cared
about the child as an individual.
Programs for at-risk High School Students
Many states were challenged to meet the needs of a growing population of at-risk secondary
school students (Lange & Lehr, 1999). State and local education officials have tried to comply
with federal mandates such as No Child Left Behind while the often operated with less money.
Therefore, as state and local educators and political leaders searched for ways to help at-risk
students, a variety of programs emerged to give at-risk students academic and social support.
Researchers such as Benard (2004), Werner and Smith (2001) were pioneers and advocates of
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resilience which was a healthier framework for helping at-risk students. Werner and Smith stated
that even among the worst cases of at-risk students, less than one in three failed to become
productive adults. Benard stated that resilience was not a characteristic of a few children, but for
all youth. Benard further stated that resilience was the effective nurturance of strengths, and there
was no one program that was perfect for all at-risk children. However, programs that holistically
supported the students’ home, school, and community resources to create a wrap-around support
system were best (Benard). Programs available that utilized or promoted one or more of the
protective factors identified in resilience research to try to raise the educational level and success
of at-risk students were Gear Up, 21st Century Community Learning Program, Communities and
Schools, the Minnesota Second Chance Option, and the Upward Bound Program.
The Gear Up Program
The Gear Up Program was a federally funded program to help motivate and prepare students
and their parents for the students’ admittance and academic success in college. South Carolina
state school officials embarked on an educational endeavor to use the best resources to influence
the state’s education (Hewett & Rodgers, 2003). In 1999, the federal government granted 10
Gear Up grants to universities in South Carolina. Each grantee university created partnerships
with middle schools that had high poverty rates based on the number of students who were
eligible free or reduced lunch. The initial participants were all 7th graders and the majority was
disadvantaged due to poverty. The student participants had to attend Saturday academies from
August to May at their grantee university and attend summer camp.
The Gear Up Program focused on students’ academic needs as well as their strengths and
weaknesses. Teachers were challenged to produce lessons that are learner centered (Reilly,
2000), motivating, and meets the needs of each student. Students must be actively involved in the
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learning process and must agree to remain in the program until they graduate from high school.
Each year, a new cohort of students is selected as the graduating students leave for college.
In a study on Gear Up participants, Gibson and Jefferson, 2006 investigated self concept,
perceived parental involvement, and growth-fostering relationships in 78 participants in grades
7th through 10th. The results indicated that both perceived parental involvement and growthfostering relationships contribute significantly to students’ self concept. Interestingly, the
majority of the participants (both male and female) reported that female peers helped them most
in developing growth-fostering relationships. Gibson and Jefferson cited that females develop
empathy with others which may be the result of cultural influences. The participants noted that
school based academic/leadership, church/religious, and athletics were the top three growth
fostering environments. Students had difficulty identifying mentors; however, students in the
program had strong parental support. These findings are consistent with prior literature research,
according to Gibson and Jefferson.
The 21st Century Community Learning Center Program
Another approach to helping at-risk students was afterschool tutoring; however, there was
little funding until the federal government stepped in 1994 and established the 21st Century
Community Learning Center Program (CCLC), according to Zhang and Byrd (2006). The 2lst
CCLC grants received over one billion dollars in 2005 (USDOE, 2005) and were allocated to
states in the form of block grants. Each year, states provided competitions to communities and
agencies to award the grants (Zhang & Byrd). The main purpose of the 21st CCLC programs was
to provide academic enrichment such as tutoring to students enrolled in low performing schools.
The major characteristics of communities that received 21st CCLC program grants were low
income areas with many low academic students, many of whom spoke English as a second
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language. Evaluations of after school programs have been mixed. In the initial evaluations of the
program, the US Department of Education found that they had limited impact on students’
learning (USDOE, 2003, 2005). However, Zhang and Byrd (2006) and Zhang, Fleming, and
Bartol (2004) found as a result of their comprehensive evaluation of Florida’s 21st CCLC
programs that they were effective in improving students’ academic performance in school.
Furthermore, active participants in the program had increased attendance, homework completion,
and had fewer discipline referrals (Zhang, Fleming, & Bartol). Other benefits of the program
were that they complement and support regular school programs by providing opportunities for
student involvement and support from other caring adults such as in athletics and drug and
violence prevention programs, and they offered art, music, technology, personal counseling,
career development, and dropout prevention programs (Zhang & Byrd, 2006).
Minnesota’s Second Chance Option
The state of Minnesota, offered at-risk secondary school students a unique opportunity to
attend an alternative education program called Minnesota’s Second Chance Option (Lange &
Lehr, 1999). The program was a combination of school choice and alternative school that
Minnesota began in the late 1980s as a means to meeting the needs of students who were at-risk
of dropping out of school. Since the late 1980s, enrollment in Minnesota’s Second Chance
alternative schools has risen from 4,000 to over 43, 000 students. Participants must meet one of
the following criteria: 1) The student was pregnant or a custodial parent, 2) was one or more
grades behind academically, 3) has been expelled from a school district, 4) has been assessed as
chemically dependent, or 5) was experiencing a life event that interferes with learning. The
alternative schools shares common characteristics such as they were small, had flexible hours,
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had optional enrollment, individualized curricula, site based management, and high teacher
satisfaction (Lange, 1998).
Lange and Lehr (1999) investigated whether student performance was enhanced by the
options presented in Minnesota’s Second Chance programs. The results found that about 50% of
students in the program had positive educational experiences and thus, they stayed in the
program; however, about 50% of the students left the program and only 10% of those returned to
their regular school. Students that stayed in the program for a year showed a significant increase
in reading and slight increases in math and writing. The students also showed an increase in
attendance. The students showed only slight improvements in responsibility and in their
contribution to citizenship. The results showed no improvement in class participation and
personal and social adjustment. Lange and Lehr suggested that there may be initial differences
upon entrance into the program in at-risk students that persisted and at-risk students that dropped
out which suggested further research to investigate if differences, in fact, exist.
The Upward Bound Program
The primary idea that underpinned the Upward Bound Program was to fill an important need
which was to help disadvantaged students realize their college dreams, according to a report
from Mathematica Policy Research (1997) issued to the US Department of Education. The
Upward Bound Program was created in1964 by President Lyndon B. Johnson as a part of his
“War on Poverty” campaign. Originally, The Upward Bound Program was a part of a slate of
programs, such as Head Start, funded under the authority of the newly created Educational
Opportunity Act (EOA) which authorized the Office of Economic Opportunity led by Sergeant
Shiver (James, 1986). The EOA, according to McElroy and Armesto (1998), was created to
uplift Americans living in poverty by providing them with a number of social, educational, and
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economic opportunities. Sergeant Shriver referred to the poor children who had little educational
opportunity as “a great waste of talent” (James, 1986). In 1965, Upward Bound, along with
some of the other programs governed by the EOA, became a part of the Higher Education Act of
1965 that provided millions of dollars to both public schools and post secondary institutions
(Sec.402C Higher education Act of 1965; SEC. 402C. 20 U.S.C. 1070a–13 Bound Upward).
In the academic year of 1964-1965, there were 18 pilot Upward Bound Programs established
(US Office of Economic Opportunity, 1970). The pilot programs served over 2000 students;
1500 recent high school graduates enrolled in the program for summer classes in 1965 because
they did not have an opportunity to receive services during the academic year. Thus, the summer
program became an important part of the Upward Bound experience (James, 1986).
The Upward Bound Program’s primary goal was to motivate and prepare talented, low
income students (Balz & Esten, 1998) with an opportunity to attend and graduate from college.
The guidelines and regulations were very specific in the eligibility requirements of students to
participate in the program. The participants must be between 13 and 19 years old, and they must
have completed 8th grade, but they could not have entered 12th grade. Also, two-thirds of the
participants in any Upward Bound Program must be low income, according to federal guidelines
(See Table 3.2), for the year that they enter, and potential, first-generation to attend college in
their family. The participants that make up the other third, of a project, must be either low
income or potential, first-generation to attend college. All participants must be US citizens, live
in an area mandated by the US, or live in the US in a situation other than temporary and has
already notified the Office of Immigration and Naturalization of their intent to become US
citizens.
The Upward Bound Program provided participants with a variety of programs and services
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to motivate and prepare them for postsecondary institutions. The following description of the
Upward Bound Program was found at the following Federal Government’s website address:
http://www.ed.gov/programs/trioupbound/index.html: All Upward Bound projects MUST
provide instruction in math, laboratory science, composition, literature, and foreign language.
Other services include:
•

Instruction in reading, writing, study skills, and other subjects necessary for success
in education beyond high school

•

Academic, financial, or personal counseling

•

Exposure to academic programs and cultural events

•

Tutorial services

•

Mentoring programs

•

Information on postsecondary education opportunities

•

Assistance in completing college entrance and financial aid applications

•

Assistance in preparing for college entrance exams

•

Work study positions to expose participants to careers requiring a postsecondary
degree

Participants in the Upward Bound Program were usually recruited in 9th or 10th grade and
remain in the program until they graduated from high school; however, after high school, the
participants are monitored or tracked by the Upward Bound Program’s staff through their
entrance into postsecondary education and beyond. During the participants’ tenure in the Upward
Bound Program, services and programs are provided to the participants according to the
participants’ academic needs, educational and career goals, and high school grade level. By the
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time that participants graduate from high school, they would have experienced an array of
services that not only will help them to enter college, but stay in college which takes
perseverance and resilience.
There have been several studies that found that the Upward Bound Program had a positive
impact on its participants (James, 1986; Exum & Young, 1981). However, most studies have
focused on school outcomes such as grade point average, graduation rate, and retention rates of
its participants. Henderson (1968) compared the GPAs of Upward Bound participants to a
comparable group of non participants and found that the Upward Bound Program had a positive
impact on participants’ GPAs. In similar studies by Exum and Young (1981) and Young (1980),
it was found that the Upward Bound Program has a positive effect of students’ academic
performance for 9th, 10th, and 11th grade participants.
A review of the literature also found some studies that had unfavorable results on the
effectiveness of the Upward Bound Program. Bybee (1969) found that the Upward Bound
Program did little to improve the participants’ academic performance in science. In 1979,
Burkheimer, Riccobono and Wisenbaker found that in postsecondary institutions, former
Upward Bound participants had no higher GPAs than non Upward Bounders. Butler (1999)
states that one remarkable feature, of most federal programs for schools, is that few have been
evaluated properly to see if they actually work. Even though the Upward Bound Program is
federally funded, the US Department of Education has done only two nation-wide,
comprehensive evaluations of the program.
The results of the second, most recent, longitudinal national evaluation showed mixed
results on the effectiveness of the Upward Bound Program. Myers and Schirm (1997) led the
team effort in the second report on the short term impact of the Upward Bound Program. Myers
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and Schirm found that the Upward Bound Program had positive impacts on students’ educational
expectations and course-taking; students with low educational expectations initially benefit
more; Hispanic students initially benefitted more, and that nearly 37% of participants leave the
program after the first year. The third part of the study found that the average Upward Bound
participant in high school increased the number of math credits taken, and the program may
increase enrollment of its participants at four-year institutions. However, the Upward Bound
Program did not affect academic areas of participants in high school, other than math, and the
program did not show an overall increase at all types of postsecondary institutions.
The postsecondary impact of the Upward Bound program was reported by Myers and
Schirm in 1999. Myers and Schirm stated that the Upward Bound Program had no effect on the
total number of credits earned in college; yet, the program had a significant effect on enrollment
into four-year colleges by participants who initially had low expectations. Myers and Schirm
further note that the study found that the longer a participant was enrolled in the Upward Bound
Program the greater the program’s impact.
Summary
The present study’s primary focus was to determine the extent of the relationship between
resilience and academic achievement in at-risk students in Georgia. Since the Upward Bound
Program was designed, inherently, to motivate and provide college skills to low income, at-risk
students, it provided an excellent environment in which to conduct this study on resilience.
Furthermore, the Upward Bound Program provided many of the protective factors cited in the
literature review such as caring adults, high parental involvement, opportunities for student
involvement, and academic efficacy. Studies cited in the literature review were retrospective, in
that, these studies attempted to capture the characteristics of children who have been found to be
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resilient already. Educators and researchers now need to find a method or program to implement
resilience so that it can be fostered in all children.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to investigate the extent to which resilience was related to the
academic performance of at-risk, high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program in
Georgia. The Upward Bound Program is an intervention program that provides many services
and experiences, identified in resilience research, for its participants. Therefore, this study was
important in that it provided insight on resilience for educators and researchers.
Research Questions
This study had one overarching question and four sub questions. To what extent was
resilience related to the academic performance of at-risk high school students enrolled in the
Upward Bound Program in Georgia? The four sub-questions were as follows:
1. To what extent were at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound
Program resilient?
2. To what extent did at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program
achieve academically?
3. To what extent was academic achievement related to resilience in at-risk high school
seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program?
4. To what extent did resilience relate to the demographic characteristics of gender, type
of family, race, and location of at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward
Bound Program?
Research Design
Since human behavior is very complex on both the individual and societal levels; one
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approach to gain a better understanding of complex phenomena is to seek out relationships such
as through correlation research (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000). Therefore to examine the
extent that resilience was related to the academic performance of at-risk, high school students
enrolled in the Upward Bound Program in Georgia, a quantitative, descriptive design was used in
this study. Quantitative, descriptive studies are used to establish relationships or associations
between variables (Gall, Borg, & Borg, 2007). This study enabled the researcher to determine
and describe the relationship between resilience and academic achievement as well as determine
the relationship between the external and the internal protective factors of resilience in senior
participants of the Upward Bound Programs in Georgia. The researcher chose to use a survey
instrument because of the large number of participants that were sampled and because survey
instruments are useful in obtaining large scale data (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison). Also, since
the sample population lived over a wide area, survey instruments were more economical and
time efficient (Gall, Borg, & Gall).
Population
There were 55, 375 students in the population of 805 Upward Bound Programs throughout
the United States. This number included 1,945 total students in 28 Upward Bound Programs in
Georgia (www.ed.gov/programs/trioupbound/ubgrantees2007.xls), and there were 430 senior
students according to information that the researcher received from program directors. The
researcher selected 200 senior students to include in the sample from seven Upward Bound
programs located in Georgia, which was approximately 46% of the overall senior students (see
Table 3.1) and approximately 22% of the total population of Upward Bound participants in the
state of Georgia.
Sample
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The data for this study came from 91 senior students (respondents to the instrument)
enrolled in an Upward Bound Program in the state of Georgia; nearly half of the respondents
selected opted not to participate or were absent on the day that the directors administered the
instrument. All of the respondents were identified as at-risk students in that they were low
income and potential first-generation to attend college in their family. The respondents attended
an Upward Bound Program at one of the following institutions: Abraham Baldwin College,
Andrew College, Georgia Southern University, Atlanta Metropolitan College, Paine College,
Clark Atlanta University, and Savannah State. Respondents for the study came from both rural
and urban areas in Georgia. Respondents came from areas or counties with populations of 50,000
people or more were considered to be urban (Census Bureau, 2000), and those areas include the
following: Savannah State University located in Savannah; Atlanta Metropolitan College located
in Atlanta, Clark Atlanta located in Atlanta, and Paine College located in Augusta (Census,
2000). All other respondents came from rural areas with populations less than 50,000 as defined
by the Census Bureau (2000).
The sample respondents had many of the characteristics sited in the literature on children atrisk due to poverty. The majority of the sample respondents were African American and the
respondents attended high schools that had high numbers of poor students. The parents of the
respondents had little or no post secondary education and were low income according to federal
guidelines for 2008 (see Table 3.2). There were 61 females and 30 males that participated in the
study that helped the researcher to answer the research questions. Furthermore, the sample
respondents, inherent to their participation in the Upward Bound Program, were low income and
potential, first-generation students to attend college.
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The sample of respondents was chosen by a method called purposeful sampling. Cohen,
Manion, and Morrison (2000) stated that purposeful sampling is non-probability sampling in
which members of a population do not have the same chances of being selected; in other words,
some members of the population will definitely be chosen and others definitely will not be
chosen. For the sample selected in this study, the researcher assessed each Upward Bound
Program to determine how many seniors it had. The final selection of seniors for the sample was
determined by the directors’ willingness to help with the study.
The researcher chose to survey only senior students because they would have taken the SAT
or the ACT, and they would have been exposed to the services and experiences of the Upward
Bound Program for at least two years. Both of the national studies sponsored by the U.S.
Department of Education evaluating the effectiveness of the Upward Bound Program found that
length of program participation was related to student outcomes (Calahan & Curtin, 2004). Table
3.1 indicates the programs that were selected to provide the sample for this study.
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Table 3.1
Distribution of the Sample

Institution

No. of Seniors

Location

Abraham Baldwin Agricultural - Tifton, GA

30

Tifton - Rural

Andrew College - Cuthbert, GA

20

Cuthbert -Rural

Atlanta Metropolitan College -Atlanta, GA

30

Atlanta - Urban

Clark Atlanta University -Atlanta, GA

30

Atlanta - Urban

Georgia Southern University - Statesboro, GA

44

Statesboro - Rural

Paine College - Augusta, GA

30

Augusta - Urban

Savannah State University –Savannah, GA

35

Savannah - Urban

Total

219
Furthermore, the students in the sample, inherent in their participation in the Upward

Bound Program, were low income and potential, first-generation students to attend college.
Research has shown that students living in low income homes were disadvantaged. Bradley and
Crowyn (2002) stated that children living in poverty had less access to educational resources
such as books, museums, libraries, and theaters. Also, their parents spent less time talking with
them about educational issues (Bradley & Crowyn). Ram and Hou (2003) noted that low income
students spent much time without adult supervision due in part because their parents worked long
hours. Furthermore, many low income students were stressed about their family’s finances
(Gillock & Reyes (1999). Collecting information from students in relation to the aforementioned
living conditions helped the researcher to determine the extent of the Upward Bound Program’s
role in the participants’ resiliency.
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Instrumentation
For this quantitative study, the researcher used one instrument that consisted of two parts: 1)
Part one was a section that was added by the researcher to collect demographic and academic
achievement data; and 2) Part two was Module B of the Healthy Kids Survey, which specifically
was on resilience. Module B contained 33 questions that measured three (3) external protective
factors which were caring relationships, meaningful participation, and high expectations. The
external protective factors operate in four (4) environments of home, school, peer circle, and the
community. Module B also measured three clusters associated with internal protective factors
which were social competence, autonomy and sense of self, and meaning and sense of purpose.
There were six subgroups of assets associated with the internal protective clusters: Problem
solving, cooperation, empathy, self-efficacy, self awareness and goals and aspirations that
research has consistently and strongly linked to academic and life success. Module B consisted
of question clusters for each protective factor; therefore, respondents received a score for each
protective factor cluster. Questions in Model B were not altered in any manner by the researcher.
The following table (Table 3.3) shows the cluster assets associated with each protective factor of
resilience. (See appendices for The Healthy Kids Survey.)
The instrument’s items were statements on internal and external protective factors of
resilience. For each item, the participant had four choices that described different levels of the
participant’s attitude about the item. An example of an item was as follows: I know where I can
get help with my homework assignments. A) Not true at all, B) A little true, C) Pretty much true,
and D) Very much true. The participant circled the response that was closest to his or her attitude
about the statement.
The Healthy Kids Survey has been widely used in California public schools since 1999
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(Constantine, Benard, & Diaz, 1999). The Healthy Kids Survey was developed by Constantine,
Benard, and Diaz for WestEd, a non-profit research, development, and service agency that had
over 40 years of experience in helping underserved populations. The researchers based the
survey instrument on 19 years of survey experience. WestEd provided many online resources to
help school personnel to administer the instrument, score the instrument, interpret the results of
the instrument, and present the results of the data collected. Furthermore, WestEd compiled a
national database for researchers and educators to access rich background information about its
researchers, literature on resilience, and the validity and reliability of its instruments and enabled
other researchers to measure their data against national results, if desired.
Part one of the instrument on demographics was added at the beginning of the survey
instrument by the researcher to gather demographic data on each participant. The questions that
were added included questions about the participant’s race, gender, school, GPA, SAT and ACT
scores, and family type. These questions were added to help address and answer the research
questions. Part two of the instrument was the actual Healthy Kids Survey. The items were
carefully structured by WestEd researchers to explain and clarify the complex nature of
resilience, its protective factors, and the extent of the role that resilience plays in the academic
performance of at-risk students. Many of the items came from other reputable instruments such
as the California Student Survey and the National Youth Risk Behavioral Survey, according to
the WestEd researchers (2007) in order to add to the instrument’s validity and reliability. WestEd
researchers also used several additional measures and procedures to insure that the instrument’s
data were reasonable estimates of behavior for all students.
Data Collection
The Healthy Kids Survey along with instructions and parent permission forms were mailed
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in self-addressed envelopes to the Upward Bound Program directors who also administered the
instruments to senior students only. The researcher contacted each of the directors identified in
the study by telephone, by email, and by postal mail to insure that each director clearly
understood the directions for administering the instruments as well as how to protect the data and
respondents’ identities. All of the directors administered the instruments during one of their bimonthly meetings with their Upward Bound students. After the respondents finished the
instruments, each director collected all of the instruments and mailed them back to the researcher
in the self addressed envelopes provided by the researcher.
This quantitative data collected from the instruments were transferred and input into a
Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) data analysis system. Once all of the data were
put in the SPSS, the researcher ran descriptive statistics to answer the research questions. The
researcher anticipated that the data collection process would not take over one month from
beginning to end; however, two of the directors took an additional two weeks to return the
instruments.
Data Analysis
The researcher used descriptive statistics and the Pearson’s r Correlation to answer the
research questions in this study. Descriptive statistics such as mode, median, and mean were
used to compute the data. Also, Pearson’s r Correlation was used to correlate several
variables on the collected data from the instrument. The researcher used Pearson’s r Correlation
to answer question #4 which was to what extent was resilience related to the student’s gender
and family demographic characteristics such as family type. Pearson’s r Correlation is useful in
comparing multiple variables such as age, gender, and resilience (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 2007).
Sub scores from each of the six protective factors and the overall mean resilience score
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produced from the instrument’s data were used to answer research question #1 (“To what extent
were at-risk students resilient?”). Research Question # 2 (“To what extent did at-risk students
achieve academically?”) was answered by data taken from the instrument on the respondents’
mean GPA, mean SAT, and mean ACT scores. Research Question #3 (“To what extent was
academic achievement of at-risk students related to resiliency?”) was answered by correlating the
respondents’ mean GPA and SAT/ACT scores with their overall mean resiliency score. Lastly,
research question # 4 (“To what extent did resilience relate to the at-risk student’s gender and
family characteristics, and location?”) was answered by comparing the respondents’ means
resilience score with demographic data on the instrument. The overarching question was
answered by reviewing all of the data from each of the four sub-questions and by correlating
each of the sub scores of the protective factors of resilience for each participant by using
Pearson’s r Correlation. This data helped the researcher to determine if there were strong internal
relationships among the protective factors that may be significant for the sample and can be
generalized to the population, which is one of the major reasons to do quantitative research
(Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000).
Summary
The primary focus of this study was to examine the extent that resilience was responsible
for the academic performance of at-risk, high school students in Georgia. There were four
sub-questions that underpinned the primary focus, which were 1) to examine the extent to
which at-risk, high school students were resilient, 2) the extent to which the students achieved
academically, 3) the extent to which resilience was related to their academic achievement, and 4)
the extent to which the students’ resilience was related to demographic factors such as the type of
family, gender, and location of their school.
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Also, the researcher used the findings revealed in the research to help clarify and describe
the extent of the relationship between resilience and academic achievement in at-risk high school
students. The findings may help educators and researchers in duplicating certain protective
factors that appeared to be strongly related to academic achievement. This study has the potential
to greatly help at-risk high school students and all other students as well. According to
researchers cited in the literature review, resilience is a very powerful tool that has the capacity
to strengthen all children, and it is very important that educators and researchers find the best
ways in which to use resilience.
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Table 3.2
Low Income Schedule
______________________________________________________________________________
Size of Family

48 Contiguous States

Alaska

Hawaii

1

$15,600

$19,500

$17,940

2

$21,000

$26,250

$24,150

3

$26,400

$33,000

$30,360

4

$31,800

$39,750

$36,570

5

$37,200

$46,500

$42,780

6

$42,600

$53,250

$48,990

7

$48,000

$60,000

$55,200

8

$53,400

$66,750

$61,410

____________________________________________________________________________
For family units with more than eight members, add the following amount for each additional
family member: $5,400 for the 48 contiguous states, the District of Columbia and outlying
jurisdictions; $6,750 for Alaska; and $6,210 for Hawaii. The poverty guidelines were published
by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in the Federal Register, Vol. 73, No. 15,
January 23, 2008, pp. 3,971-3,972.
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Table 3.3
Clusters of Protective Factors and Sub-group Assets.

External Protective Factor Clusters

Environments that foster external
protective factors

Caring relationships: Supportive
connections to others in the student’s
life who model and support healthy
development and well-being.

Caring relationships with …
• adults in the home
• adults in the school
• adults in community
• peers

High expectations:
The consistent communication of direct
and indirect messages that the student
can and will succeed responsibly.

High expectations from …
• adults in the home
• adults in the school
• adults in community
• peers

Meaningful participation:
The involvement of the student in
relevant, engaging, and responsible
activities with opportunities for
responsibility and contribution.

Meaningful participation in…
• the home
• the school
• the community

Internal Protective Factor Cluster

Sub group assets for internal protective
factors

Social competence:
Ability to communicate effectively and
appropriately, and to demonstrate caring,
flexibility, and responsiveness in social
situations.

• Empathy
• Problem solving skills
• Cooperation
• Communication skills

Autonomy and sense of Self:
Sense of personal identity and power

• Self-efficacy
• Self awareness

Sense of meaning and purpose:
Belief and understanding that one’s life
has coherence and makes a difference.

• Goals and aspiration

66
Table 3.4
Resilience Constructs on the Healthy Kids Survey
Construct
Caring Relationships:

High Expectations:

Meaningful Participation:
Social Competence:

Autonomy and sense
of self:

Sense of Meaning
and purpose:

Item
There is someone….
B26. who is interested in my school work. (Home)
B28. who talks with me about my problems. (Home)
B30 who listens to me when I have something to say. (Home)
B19. who really cares about me. (Friends)
B20. who talks with me about my problems. (Friends)
B21. who helps me when I’m having a hard time.(Friends)
B25. who expects me to follow the rules. (Home)
B27. who believes that I will be a success. (Home)
B29. who always wants me to do my best. (Home)
B22. who get into a lot of trouble. (Friends)
B23. try to do what is right. (Friends)
B24. do well in school.(Friends)
B31. I do fun things or go fun places with my parents.
B32. I do things that make a difference.
B33. I help make decisions with my family.
B12. When I need help, I find someone to talk with.
B4. I know where to go for help with a problem.
B5. I try to work out my problems by talking or writing
them down.
B10. I feel bad when someone gets their feelings hurt.
B11. I try to understand what other people go through
B15. I try to understand what other people feel and think.
B8. I can work with someone who has different opinions
than mine.
B13. I enjoy working together with other students my age.
B14. I stand up for myself without putting others down.
B16. There is a purpose in my life
B17. I understand my mood and feelings
B18. I understand why I do what I do.
B6. I can work out my problems.
B7. I can do most things that I try.
B9. There are many things that I do well.
B1. I have goals and plans for the future.
B2. I plan to graduate from high school.
B3. I plan to go to college or some other school after high
school.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSIS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between resilience and the
academic achievement of at-risk students in the Upward Bound Program in Georgia. The
researcher used the Healthy Kids Survey to collect data on the resilience of the sample students.
Also, the respondents (those that actually participated in the study) completed a section of the
instrument created by the researcher on demographic information about their family, school,
GPA, and SAT/ACT scores. All of the sample students chosen for this study were at-risk
students due to their status as low-income and potential first-generation to attend college, high
school seniors in the Upward Bound Program in both rural and urban communities in Georgia.
There were 200 sample students chosen for this study and 91 chose to participate by completing
the instrument (45.5% return rate). The results of this study yielded insight into the body of
research on at-risk students in Georgia in the Upward Bound Program and offered educators a
view of how resilience relates to students of poverty.
The researcher reported the results of the data analysis by answering the four research
questions and the overarching question that guided the study. Also, the researcher provided an
overview of the demographic information collected on the respondents which helped to clarify
their at-risk status and characteristics that may have influenced their responses to the instrument
items. Furthermore, all of the instrument’s results were input into SPSS and the researcher
completed descriptive statistical tests to analyze and summarize the data.
Research Questions
This study had one overarching question and four sub questions. To what extent was
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resilience related to the academic performance of at-risk, high school seniors enrolled in the
Upward Bound Program in Georgia? The four sub-questions were as follows:
1. To what extent were at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound
Program resilient?
2. To what extent did at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program
achieve academically?
3. To what extent was academic achievement related to resilience in at-risk high school
seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program?
4. To what extent did resilience relate to the demographic characteristics of gender, type
of family, race, and location of at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward
Bound Program?
Demographic Data
There were 91 respondents in this study and 92.3% (84) were African Americans of which 56
were female and 28 male (See Table 4.1). Therefore, African American females composed
61.53% of the total respondents in the study and African American males were 30.76% of the
total. There were only four white students (one male and three females) who represented only
.043% of the respondents, one Asian student (female), and two students labeled as other (one
male and one female). Also, there were 61 female (67%) and 30 male (32.9%) respondents. Of
the 91 respondents, 41 (45%) attended a school and an Upward Bound Program located in an
urban area while 50 (54.9%) attended a school and an Upward Bound program in a rural area.
Furthermore, 51.6% (47) of the respondents (20 urban and 27 rural) lived with only one parent or
guardian and 41.7% (38) of the respondents lived with both parents (19 urban and 19 rural
students) and only .065% (6) of the respondents lived with relatives, friends, or other.
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Table 4.1 Demographics
Demographics of Respondents
Rural Respondents:

Race

Male

Female

African American

18

29

White

1

2

Asian

0

0

Other
0
0
______________________________________________________________________________
Urban Respondents:

African American

10

27

White

0

1

Asian

0

1

Other
1
1
______________________________________________________________________________

The researcher also summarized the family demographics in this study. Respondents living in
one-parent households outnumbered respondents who lived in two-parent households in both
rural and urban locations. There were 18.6% (17) female, rural respondents living in one-parent
households which represented the highest (race, gender) demographic group in the study. This
group was followed by 17.5% (16) male, urban respondents living in one-parent families. The
majority of the rural students, that comprised 29.67% (27) of the respondents, lived with only
one parent while 17 lived with two-parent families. The urban respondents were more balanced
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in that 19 students lived with only one parent and 16 with both parents. All three white
respondents lived in two-parent households as well as the Asian participant and one other
participant who was bi-racial. This study showed that the demographic characteristics were very
similar to other studies on at-risk students.
Scoring the Survey Instrument
There were a total of 33 items that ranged from items about the respondents’ personal traits,
friends, family, and school. The respondents’ responses helped to compute an overall mean
resilience score, which was the total of all 33 items divided by 33, and six mean sub scores on
the factors of resilience in caring, high expectations, social competence, autonomy, sense of
purpose, and meaningful participation. The scores ranged on a scale from one to four, with four
being high and one being low. Each item choice was given a score value as follows: 1: Not true
at all, 2: Pretty Much True, 3: A Little True, and 4: Very Much True. This scoring system was
used for all responses except for item B22 which was the only item stated in a negative sentence.
For item B22, the researcher reversed the scoring order. After scores were averaged, the
respondents were classified as having high, low, or moderate assets in each of the sub groups and
in their overall resilience score as follows:
•

High = the respondents with average item responses above 3

•

Moderate = the respondents with average item responses between 2 and 3

•

Low = the respondents with average item responses below 2
Research Question 1

The first research question in this study was to determine the extent to which at-risk, high
school seniors in the Upward Bound Program in Georgia were resilient. To answer this question,
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the researcher analyzed data collected from the respondents’ choices to The Healthy Kids Survey.
All of the items on the instrument, excluding the demographic questions added by the researcher,
were items on factors of resilience.
The results of this study showed that the at-risk, high school seniors in the Upward Bound
Program in Georgia were highly resilient. The respondents had an overall mean resilience score
of 3.5647, and the females had a slightly higher overall score of 3.6242 over the males who had
an overall score of 3.4372. Furthermore, there was a higher standard deviation among the scores
for the males of .48425 than the females of .29455.
The sub scores showed similar results. The females outscored the males in all six of the sub
factors of resilience in caring, high expectations, meaningful participation, social competence,
autonomy, and sense of purpose (see Table 4.2). The females scored significantly higher in the
factors of caring (3.7139) and having high expectations (3.7806) compared to the males’ score in
caring of 3.4253 and in high expectations with a score of 3.5632. The females and males scored
very high in having a sense of purpose; the females scored 3.9945 and the males scored a 3.8333.
Furthermore, the females scored higher than their overall mean resilience score in all of the sub
factors of resilience except for meaningful participation (3.2333) and in social competence
(3.4117). The males scored lower than their overall mean resilience score in three sub factors in
caring (3.4253), in meaningful participation (3.1264) and in social competence (3.2069).
The researcher also compared the scores of rural and urban respondents. The mean overall
resilience scores for both groups were very similar; rural respondents’ overall resilience score
was 3.5538 and the urban respondents’ overall resilience score was only slightly higher at
3.5772. The sub scores for both groups were very close as well. However, urban respondents
scored slightly higher than rural respondents in three sub factors of caring, social competence,
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and autonomy. Rural respondents slightly scored higher than urban respondents in meaningful
participation, sense of purpose, and in high expectations (See Table 4.3).
In comparing data on type of household or family, mean overall resilience scores were
analyzed on two-parent households and single-parent households. There were not enough
respondents in other categories to make meaningful assessments. Respondents living in twoparent households scored slightly higher in overall resilience (3.5946) compared to single-parent
households of (3.5232). Furthermore, respondents in two-parent households scored higher on all
sub factor scores except meaningful participation. Respondents in two-parent households scored
a perfect four (4) in sense of purpose and single-parent respondents scored a very high 3.8936.
In summarizing these findings, the researcher found that at-risk, high school seniors in the
Upward Bound Program were very resilient. The group scored very high in items related to their
goals to graduate and to go on to college (Table 4.5). The respondents also scored very high in
having adults who believed in them, wanted them to do their best, were interested in their
homework, and expected them to follow the rules. Also, they scored very high on having a sense
of purpose and doing most things for themselves. The respondents scored well on items related
to their ability to do many things well and understanding why; they scored high as well on
understanding their feelings and mood. Most of these findings were consistent with the research
and literature on resilient, at-risk students.
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Table 4.2
Resilience: Overall Scores and Sub-scores
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Sex
male

female

Mean
N

Std.
Deviatio
n
Mean
N
Std.
Deviatio
n

Total
Mean
N

Caring

Expect

3.4253

3.5632

29

Particip.

Social

Autonomy

Purpose

Resilience

3.1264

3.2069

3.6667

3.8333

29

29

29

30

30

.55917

.50280

.83767

.69308

.49130

.56562

.48425

3.7139

3.7806

3.2333

3.4117

3.6803

3.9945

3.6242

60

60

60

61

61

61

60

.42085

.23866

.82407

.51294

.39358

.04268

.29455

3.6199

3.7097

3.1985

3.3457

3.6758

3.9414

3.5647

89

89

89

90

91

91

88

3.4372
28

Std.
.48655
.35933
.82529
.58117
.42554
.33182
.37321
Deviatio
n
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4.3
Resilience: Rural and Urban Respondents
Type
Rural

Caring
Mean

Expect

Particip.

Social

Autonomy

Purpose

Resilience
3.5538

3.5556

3.7326

3.2292

3.3333

3.6333

3.9800

48

48

48

49

50

50

.53410

.26350

.80822

.52558

.35635

.10455

.30583

3.6951

3.6829

3.1626

3.3604

3.7276

3.8943

3.5772

41

41

41

41

41

41

41

Std.
Deviation

.41817

.44846

.85350

.64778

.49687

.47981

.44168

Mean

3.6199

3.7097

3.1985

3.3457

3.6758

3.9414

3.5647

89

89

89

90

91

91

88

.48655

.35933

.82529

.58117

.42554

.33182

.37321

N
Std.
Deviation
Mean

47

Urban
N

Total
N
Std.
Deviation

______________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4.4
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Resilience: Type of Family Household
______________________________________________________________________________
Guardians

Caring
Mean

both
parents
N
Std.
Deviation
Mean

Expect

Particip.

Social

Autonomy

Purpose

Resilience

3.6623

3.7675

3.1842

3.3664

3.6842

4.0000

3.5946

38

38

38

37

38

38

37

.38455

.27547

.80426

.51378

.37124

.00000

.28304

3.5815

3.6519

3.1926

3.2955

3.6489

3.8936

3.5232

45

45

45

47

47

47

45

.58347

.42909

.88332

.61876

.48682

.45634

.44524

one parent
N
Std.
Deviation

______________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4.5
Resilience: Item Scoring
Item
I have goals and plans for the future.
I plan to graduate from high school.
I plan to go to college or some other school after High school.
I know where to go for help with a problem.
I try to work out problems by talking or writing about them.
I can work out my problems.
I can do most things if I try.
I can work with someone who has different opinions than
mine.
B9. There are many things that I do well.
B10. I feel bad when someone gets their feelings hurt.
B11. I try to understand what other people go through.
B12. When I need help, I find someone to talk with.
B13. I enjoy working together with other students my age.
B14. I stand up for myself without putting others down.

Mean
3.923076923
3.967032967
3.934065934
3.615384615
3.022222222
3.461538462
3.714285714

N
91
91
91
91
90
91
91

3.417582418
3.604395604
3.274725275
3.417582418
3.142857143
3.461538462
3.351648352

91
91
91
91
91
91
91

B15. I try to understand how other people feel and think.

3.406593407

91

B16. There is a purpose to my life.

3.879120879

91

B17. I understand my moods and feelings.

3.725274725

91

B18. I understand why I do what I do.

3.67032967

91

B19. who really cares about me.

3.736263736

91

B20. who talks with me about my problems.

3.538461538

91

B21. who helps me when I’m having a hard time.

3.648351648

91

B22, My friends get in a lot of trouble (reversed scoring)

3.505617978

89

B23. My friends try to do what is right.

3.516853933

89

B24. My friends do well in school.

3.606741573

89

B25. who expects me to follow the rules.

3.876404494

89

B26. who is interested in my school work.

3.719101124

89

B27. who believes that I will be a success.

3.865168539

89

B28. who talks with me about my problems.

3.505617978

89

B29. who always wants me to do my best.

3.887640449

89

B30. who listens to me when I have something to say.

3.595505618

89

B31. I do fun things or go fun places with my parents or other
Adults

3.101123596

89

B32. I do things that make a difference.

3.292134831

B33. I help make decisions with my family.

3.202247191

89
89
89

B1.
B2.
B3.
B4.
B5.
B6.
B7.
B8.

___________________________________________________________________________
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Research Question 2
The second research question was to what extent do at-risk, high school seniors enrolled in
the Upward Bound Program achieve academically. The researcher analyzed data from the
instrument on the respondents’ GPAs, SAT scores, and ACT scores to determine the extent that
they achieved in academics. Inherent in their enrollment in the Upward Bound Program, the
respondents were on the college preparatory track and were expected to go on to college.
Therefore, respondents should have taken a rigorous curriculum.
The researcher summarized the overall mean scores for the respondents’ GPAs, SATs (verbal
and math scores only), and ACTs. The mean GPA score for the respondents was 3.11, and the
female respondents’ had an overall higher mean GPA of 3.178 over the males who had a mean
overall GPA of 2.97. The GPAs ranged from a low of 1.8 to a high of 4.0. The mean overall
GPAs for rural and urban students were almost equal; rural respondents’ mean GPA was 3.118
and urban respondents’ mean GPA was 3.100. The mean GPA for respondents in two-parent
households was 3.21 and for the mean GPA for respondents in one-parent households were 3.04.
According to the College Board for the graduating class of 2008 that took the SAT, the mean
GPA was 3.31.
The mean average score for the SAT (math and verbal scores) for respondents was 967.
Males scored a mean of 1005 while the females scored a 947. Also, urban students scored a
mean SAT of 1026 while rural students scored only 921. The difference in SAT mean scores for
urban and rural respondents was 47 points and the difference between the mean scores for males
and females was 58 points. Respondents who lived in two-parent households had a mean SAT of
1028 which was higher than the mean SAT of respondents who lived in one-parent households
(918.9).
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The researcher noted that the findings were surprising. Females had higher GPAs than males.
Also, mean SATs for Georgia was 976 and for the US the mean score was 1017. However,
African American students in Georgia and in the US scored lower than the Upward Bound
African American male respondents in this study. The researcher noted that African American
males performed well on the SAT; however, there were only 31.8% (29) African American male
respondents in this study.
The mean average score on the ACT for the respondents was 17.96; urban students scored an
average of 18.33 and rural students scored slightly lower at 17.62. Females outscored the males
only slightly with a score of 18.02 over the males’ score of 17.84. Compared to the average ACT
scores for Georgia (20.6) and for the US (21.1), Upward Bound Respondents scored lower.
Respondents in this study scored higher than the national average for African American students
in the US. (See the SAT/ACT Charts).
The researcher correlated the mean scores for GPA, ACT, and SAT. The results of the
findings were quite interesting. The respondents’ mean GPA was positively correlated with their
mean ACT score; the relationship was r = 367 at the P < .0l level which means that there is less
than an unlikely chance that as the respondents GPA rises so does their ACT scores. Also, there
was a relatively positive relationship between the respondents’ ACT mean score and their SAT
mean score; the relationship was r = .283 at the P < .05 level. However, there was not a
significant relationship between the respondents’ GPA and SAT means scores.
The summary of the results was very interesting. The respondents mean SAT (967) fell
slightly below the mean SAT for Georgia (976) and for the US (1017). Yet, the males (30
primarily African American respondents) in the study had a mean SAT of 1005. The mean SAT
score for the state of Georgia was 976 and the mean score for the US was 1017. The mean score
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for males in GA was 995 and the mean score for females in GA was 961. African Americans in
the US had a mean of 859. However, African American males in the study fell well below the
mean scores for Caucasian students in GA (1040), Caucasian students in the US (1065), and
males in the US (1037). The performance of African American males on the SAT was surprising,
in that, there seemed to be fewer African American males on the college prep track in high
school; the researcher noted that she has had to personally recruit African American males in 9th
grade for the Upward Bound Program and put them on the college prep track. Furthermore, as
found in this study, African American males tend to have lower GPAs than other students, but
with academic support, they can perform very well.
The respondents’ GPA was slightly higher than average (on a 4.0 scale) in that the overall
mean score was 3.11 and the females (3.178) scored higher than the males (2.97). This would fall
in a “B” letter grade range for scores on a 4.0 scale. Also, for comparison, the College Board
noted that the mean GPA for the class of 2008 was 3.31 (this is only for those who took the
SAT). Therefore, Upward Bound respondents in this study performed academically close to the
national average for college bound seniors. Upward Bound respondents were found to be
academically sound with a mean GPA of a “B” and their mean SAT scores compared close to the
mean SATs for Georgia; however, they did not perform as well as other groups on the ACT.
Another interesting result was the correlation results for the respondents’ mean GPA, ACT,
and SAT scores. The research found that the respondents’ GPA mean score was not related to
their SAT, but their GPA mean score was related to their ACT mean score. This result suggests
that at-risk students in the Upward Bound Program with high GPAs should be encouraged to
take the ACT instead of the SAT. Also, the results indicate that there is a need for more research
on the SAT and at-risk students.
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SAT and ACT Comparison Charts
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2007-2008 Georgia Sate Report Card Data Source: Georgia Department of Education 2008 at
doe.k12.ga.us/; ACT data from www.act.org.
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Research Question 3
The third question in this study was to what extent is academic achievement related to
resilience in at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program. To answer this
question the researcher correlated the respondents’ mean GPA, ACT, and SAT scores with the
respondents’ overall mean resilience scores. The results were analyzed by using Pearson’s r
Correlation test.
The results of the correlation test showed that there was a positive relationship between
respondents’ academic achievement and their resilience. The relationship between the
respondents’ overall mean GPA score and their overall mean resilience score was r = .313 at P <
.01 which is significant in that the score indicated a positive, fairly strong relationship between
GPA and resilience. A perfect positive correlation of Pearson’s r would have been r = 1. or -1.
Also, there was a slight positive relationship of r = .267 at P < .05 level between the respondents’
overall mean resilience score and their overall ACT mean score. There was a slightly negative
relationship of r = -.117 between the respondents’ overall mean resilience score and their overall
mean SAT score (Table 4.6). One possible explanation for this finding is that Upward Bound
participants exhibit achievement skills in day to day academic performance more than they
exhibit aptitude, which is what the SAT measures; furthermore, as achievers they are more likely
to tackle the SAT by answering every question, without exception, which is a part of their work
ethic. However, their incorrect responses that are guesses will lower their overall score.
The researcher used the Pearson’s r Correlation Test to determine the extent of the
relationship between the respondents’ overall mean GPA and six sub factors of resilience which
included caring, high expectations, social competence, and sense of purpose, autonomy, and
meaningful participation. The strongest positive relationship was between the respondents’ GPA
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and sense of purpose in life; the relationship result was r = .4 at P < .01. Also, the resilience
factor of high expectations had a fairly high positive relationship to GPA in that r = .347 at P <
.01.

Table 4.6
Academic Indicators and Resilience

Resilience

Resilience

GPA

SAT

ACT

1

.313(**)

-.117

.267

.003

.344

.053

88

86

68

53

.313(**)

1

.164

.367(**)

.003

.

.179

.005

86

89

69

56

Pearson
Correlation

-.117

.164

1

.283(*)

Sig. (2-tailed)

.344

.179

.

.049

68

69

71

49

.267

.367(**)

.283(*)

1

.053

.005

.049

.

53

56

49

56

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

GPA

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

SAT

N

.

ACT
Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

_____________________________________________________________________________
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Research Question 4
The fourth research question in this study was to what extent resilience relates to the
demographic characteristics of gender, type of family, race, and location of high school for
students enrolled in the Upward Bound Program. To answer this question, the researcher used
the Pearson’s r Correlation Test to determine the extent of the relationships among several
demographic variables such as sex, race, location, and family type with resilience. This test is
useful in comparing several variables at once.
The results of the test showed only one significant relationship among the demographic
variables for the respondents in this study (See Table 4.7). There was a positive, significant
relationship found between the sex of the respondents and resilience which was noted as r = .235
at P < .05 level. Other demographic variables such as family type, school location, and race
proved to be of little significance to resilience and to each other for the respondents in this study.
The researcher noted that the females in the study had a 3.6242 mean overall resilience score
compared to the males who had a mean overall resilience score of 3.4372. Resilience scores for
both sexes were assessed as high, according to the scoring scale for the Healthy Kids Survey;
however, the females were significantly more resilient. Females composed 67 % of the
respondents in this study.
In summary, the results were very promising in that resilience is significant to the sex of an
individual more so than having two parents, living in a rural or urban area, or in race. More
research is needed to determine why sex is important and in this study, females were more
resilient than the males. There are many possible reasons that females were found to be more
resilient such as their responsibilities in the home, the expectations of the parents for their
daughters, and so forth. Also, females maintained a slightly higher GPA than the males and as
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noted in question 3, resilience was found to be related to GPA. Perhaps, it is the sustaining power
of resilience, as well as their strong sense of purpose and high expectations that helped the
female respondents more in maintaining better grades.
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Table 4.7
Demographics: Correlation of Demographic Data and Resilience
Resilience
Resilience

.028

.031

Sig. (2-tailed)

.

.797

.028

.793

.771

88

88

88

88

88

Pearson
Correlation

.028

1

-.160

-.092

-.011

Sig. (2-tailed)

.797

.

.131

.387

.917

88

91

91

91

91

.235(*)

-.160

1

-.002

.118

.028

.131

.

.986

.264

88

91

91

91

91

Pearson
Correlation

.028

-.092

-.002

1

.178

Sig. (2-tailed)

.793

.387

.986

.

.091

88

91

91

91

91

Pearson
Correlation

.031

-.011

.118

.178

1

Sig. (2-tailed)

.771

.917

.264

.091

.

88

91

91

91

91

Pearson
Correlation

N

N
Type

Type

.028 .235(*)

Sig. (2-tailed)

Race

Race

1

N
Sex

Sex

Pearson
Correlation

N
Guardians

Guardians

N

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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The Overarching Question
The overarching question of this study was to determine the extent resilience is related to the
academic achievement of at-risk, high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program in
Georgia. The researcher used responses to the four sub questions of this study to help to answer
this question as well as demographic information about the respondents.
The results of the analysis that shaped the responses to the sub questions have shown that
there were several significant, positive relationships between resilience and academic
achievement. The most important and significant finding was the positive correlation between
resilience and GPA which was r = .313 at P < .01. It meant that it was highly unlikely that
resilience did not have a positive impact on GPA. Furthermore, there were six sub factors of
resilience that were correlated to the respondents’ mean GPA score as well, and the results
showed that there were significant, positive relationships between resilience and the respondents’
sense of purpose in life and their high expectations. The strongest positive relationship was
between the respondents’ GPA and sense of purpose in life; the relationship result was r = .4 at P
< .01.
Also, the researcher computed mean scores for each item on the Healthy Kids Survey. The
respondents scored very high (3.9 or higher) on the following items: plans for the future, plans
to graduate from high school, and plans to go to college. Also, the respondents’ scored high (3.8
or higher) on these items: sense of purpose, has someone who wants me to do my best and
someone who believes that I will be successful, and has someone who wants me to follow the
rules.
In summary, research on resilient, at-risk students has shown that these factors are very
important in academic performance. Inherent in their enrollment in the Upward Bound Program,
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the participants must explore their strengths, set goals for the future, and plan to go on to college
which may have impacted their sense of purpose. However, parents or guardians are even more
important because they helped the participants by believing in them, expecting them to follow
the rules, and expecting them to do their best. Even in choosing to enroll in the Upward Bound
Program, the parents must first agree to support the student’s academic endeavors. The Upward
Bound Program provides secondary support, encouragement, tutoring, and skills to prepare the
students for the future. Therefore, participants are afforded two levels of support from adults in
many areas that, as a secondary affect, build resilience. Seniors in the Upward Bound Program in
this study were highly resilient and their resilience has significantly impacted their GPAs.
Also, there were no significant correlations for SATs and ACTs and resilience. There was a
slight positive relationship of r = .267 at P < .05 level between the respondents’ overall mean
resilience score and their overall ACT mean score; however, only 58.2% (53) respondents’ had
an ACT score which were not enough for a measurement of significance. The mean average
score on the ACT for the respondents was 17.96; urban students scored an average of 18.33 and
rural students scored slightly lower at 17.62. Females outscored the males only slightly with a
score of 18.02 over the males’ score of 17.84. Compared to the average ACT scores for Georgia
(20.6) and for the US (21.1), Upward Bound Respondents scored lower. Interestingly there was
actually a slightly negative, insignificant relationship (-.117) between the mean resilience score
and the mean SAT score for the respondents. More research is needed to further understand the
relationship between resilience and SAT and ACT scores.
Summary
This study was designed to determine the extent that resilience is related to the academic
performance of at-risk, high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program in Georgia.
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There were four sub-questions in this study as follows: 1) To what extent are at-risk high school
seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program resilient; 2) to what extent do at-risk high school
seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program achieve academically; 3) to what extent is
academic achievement related to resilience in at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward
Bound Program; and 4) to what extent does resilience relate to the demographic characteristics of
gender, type of family, race, and location of at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward
Bound Program.
The researcher surveyed 91 high school, senior participants in the Upward Bound Program in
the state of Georgia. The sample students were administered the Healthy Kids Survey on
resilience, a 33-item instrument designed to measure overall resilience and six of its sub factors.
Participants were considered to be at-risk due to their socio-economic status as low income.
Also, the sample students were first-generation to attend college in their family. Inherent in their
enrollment in the Upward Bound Program, the participants had been exposed to “special
assistance and preparation” for at least two years. Therefore, underpinning this study was also a
focus on the Upward Bound Program and its impact in building resilience in at-risk students.
This study was important to both the TRIO community as well as public school educators in
Georgia.
The researcher reported the findings as responses to the research questions that guided this
study and by summarizing the demographic data obtained from the instrument. The researcher
found that the participants in the Upward Bound Program were highly resilient in that they had a
mean resilience score of 3.5647 and that female participants were slightly more resilient than
males. Also, the females scored higher than the males in all six sub factors, and they especially
scored higher in caring and in having high expectations. Urban and rural participants scored very
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similar results in resilience; however, participants did vary in their sub factor scores, in that, rural
participants scored slightly higher in meaningful participation, sense of purpose, and in high
expectations.
The findings also revealed that the participants were doing slightly above average
academically. Their GPA mean score was in the “B” range and their mean SAT (967) score was
a little less than the mean score for Georgia (976) and 50 points less than the mean score for the
US (1017). Male participants scored well on the SAT with a mean score of 1005. Males
surpassed the mean score for Georgia and were only 12 points below the mean score for the US.
These findings were surprising because African American males are usually among the lowest
achievers in Georgia and in the US, which revealed that, the Upward Bound Program may have
mitigated or offset the risks associated with poverty.
In addressing the findings associated with resilience and academics, there were several
interesting results. Resilience was shown to be significantly related to the students’ mean GPA
score and to gender. Females had a higher GPA mean score and scored higher on resilience.
They also scored higher on having high expectations and a sense of purpose. Overall, the
respondents in this study stated (scored very high) that they had planned for the future, planned
to graduate, and planned to go to college. They also stated (scored high) that they had parents or
guardians who wanted them to follow the rules, believed that they would be successful, and
wanted them to do their best. All of these attributes are important to academic success.
Urban and rural students had mixed results. Urban and rural students had similar GPA mean
scores and similar resilience scores; however, urban students scored higher on the SAT (1026)
than rural (921). The findings were quite interesting in that urban students in the Upward Bound
Program outscored students in GA (976) and the US (1017) on the SAT. Perhaps, students who
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live in urban areas have more resources, take more rigorous courses, and are afforded more
opportunities to participate in cultural and educational activities. Also, urban respondents scored
higher on the ACT (18.33) than rural respondents (17.62).
Other important findings were on respondents who lived in two-parent households. They
scored slightly higher in all sub factors of resilience and were significantly higher in sense of
purpose (perfect 4) over respondents in one-households who scored 3.8936. They outscored
students who lived in one-parent households in GPA; two-parent respondents had a mean GPA
of 3.21 compared to those in one-parent households who had a mean GPA of 3.04. Also,
respondents who lived in two-parent household had a mean SAT of 1028 to respondents in oneparent households’ mean SAT of only 918. Surprisingly, they also outscored the mean SAT for
GA and for the US.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
One major problem in the United States is that students continue to drop out of formal
education, despite the fact that millions of dollars are poured into public school systems from
both the state and federal levels. Politicians and parents, as well as community leaders, have
placed increasing pressure on educators to find ways to improve schools and help students to
become more successful. Also, there are and have been many programs designed to save students
labeled as “at-risk,” and some of them have been successful in keeping students in school.
Researchers have found that many students labeled as “at-risk” have been quite successful in
school. Nationally, programs and interventions such as Gear Up, Communities in Schools, and
the Upward Bound Program have been found to be intervention programs; yet, it has been
difficult to account for the specific factors attributable to the students’ success. One factor that
has been linked to student success in school is resilience. Programs, such as the Upward Bound
Program, seek to provide at-risk students with the skills, knowledge, and motivation to be
competent in school and continue formal education beyond high school. The Upward Bound
Program provides services, such as academic and career advisement, tutoring, mentoring,
cultural tours, and college tours, with a focus on building relationships between caring adults and
the students who have been labeled at-risk. These services and the environment of the Upward
Bound Program appear to foster resilience by moderating the effects of at-risk factors.
However, the literature is limited as to empirical evidence of the relationship of resilience and
students who receive interventions associated with protective factors, such as caring
relationships, high expectations, meaningful participation, social competence, autonomy and
sense of self, and sense of meaning and purpose. The literature is also limited on the relationship
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of resilience and academic achievement of at-risk students, which is critical to their remaining in
school, and even more critical to their continued enrollment in formal education. The researcher
sought to determine the relationship of resilience and academic achievement of at-risk students
by selecting respondents who had received focused interventions through the Upward Bound
Program for at least two years.
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between resilience and academic
achievement of at-risk students in Georgia. The researcher was guided by four sub questions,
which were 1) To what extent are at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound
Program resilient; 2) to what extent do at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound
Program achieve academically; 3) to what extent is academic achievement related to resilience in
at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program; and 4) to what extent does
resilience relate to the demographic characteristics of gender, type of family, race, and location
of at-risk high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program.
The researcher chose to use a quantitative design to collect data to answer the research
questions. Sample students selected for the study were 200 high school seniors enrolled in the
Upward Bound Program in Georgia for at least two years. To enroll in the Upward Bound
Program, students must be at-risk due to poverty or low income and be potential, first-generation
to go to college in their family. The researcher used the Healthy Kids Survey (Module B)
produced by WestEd as the instrument to measure the respondents’ resilience. Academic
achievement was measured by self-reported grade point average (GPA), scholastic Aptitude Test
scores in math and verbal sections, and the American College Test (ACT) scores. There were 91
respondents that returned the instrument, which yielded a 45.5% return rate.
The demographic data on the respondents were summarized from data collected on the
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instrument from questions that were added by the researcher. Of the 91 respondents, 92.3 % were
African American (84), 4.4 % (4) were Caucasian, and 1.1% (1) were Asian, and 2.2% (2) were
bi-racial. There were 61 (67%) females and there 30 (33%) males. There were 47 (51.7%)
respondents who lived with only one parent and 38 (41.8%) who lived with two or both parents.
Also, there were four (4.4%) respondents who lived with friends and two respondents lived in
other households. Lastly, 50 (54.9%) respondents lived in a rural area of less than 50,000 people,
as defined by the US Census and 41 (45.1%) lived in an urban area.
Findings
The findings in the study were summarized in Chapter four (4) as responses to the research
questions which guided the study. The overarching purpose of the study was to determine the
relationship between resilience and the academic achievement of at-risk, high school seniors
enrolled in the Upward Bound Program in Georgia. Academic achievement was measured by
self-reported grade point average (GPA), Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores, and the
American College Test (ACT) scores.
The major finding of the study was that at-risk students in the Upward Bound Program were
highly resilient, and that resilience was related to the at-risk students’ GPAs. Another major
finding was that at-risk females were more resilient than at-risk males. Females were more
resilient than the males in all six of the sub factor areas, where caring relationships, high
expectations, meaning participation, social competence, sense of purpose, and sense of autonomy
and self.
An analysis of the demographic variables including type of household and location, revealed
three additional major findings. Urban respondents were only slightly more resilient than rural
respondents, and respondents who lived with both parents were only slightly more resilient than
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those who lived with only one parent. The sub factor areas that scored highest for all females,
males, urban, and rural were having a sense of purpose, autonomy, and having high expectations.
The sub factor area that received the lowest resilience scores for all respondents was meaningful
participation.
Overall, there were seven major findings in the study.
•

Seniors in the Upward Bound Program, who have received services for at least two years,
were highly resilient. In other words they formed caring relationships, had high
expectations, were socially competent, had meaningful participation, were autonomous
and possessed a sense of self, and had a sense of purpose.

•

Resilience is related to the at-risk students’ GPAs. The majority of the respondents were
students of poverty who had GPAs in the “B” average or higher range.

•

At-risk females enrolled in the Upward Bound Program were more resilient and had
higher GPAs than at-risk males in the study. At-risk females outscored the males in all
six of the sub factor areas of resilience. However, at-risk males in the study, outscored the
females on the SAT, and they outscored the mean score on the SAT for the state of
Georgia. The males scored only 12 points below the national SAT average.

•

At-risk students in two-parent households had higher GPAs, SAT scores, and ACT scores
than at-risk students in one-parent households. Resilience scores for those in two-parent
households and those in one-parent households were almost equal; however, those in
two-parent households scored significantly higher on the sub factor of sense of purpose.

•

At-risk students who lived in urban areas outscored at-risk rural students in SAT and
ACT scores; however, their GPA and resilience scores were almost equal to rural
students’ GPA and resilience scores.
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•

At-risk students who lived in urban areas were slightly more resilient than at-risk students
in rural areas. At-risk urban students outscored rural students in three sub factor areas of
caring relationships, social competence, and autonomy.

•

At-risk students enrolled in intervention programs focused on building relationships and
providing services to overcome risk factors exhibit resilience, especially in the areas of
high expectations, autonomy, and sense of purpose.
Discussion of the Findings

The study focused on the overarching question of the relationship between resilience and the
academic performance of at-risk, high school seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program in
Georgia. Several of the findings in this study were similar to and supported by the literature.
However, there were several findings that diverged from the literature and emerged as gaps.
A major finding in the study was that at-risk seniors enrolled in the Upward Bound Program
in Georgia were highly resilient. The students scored high in every sub factor category in Caring;
high expectations; meaningful participation; social competence; autonomy; and sense of purpose.
Their highest sub factors areas were in high expectations and sense of purpose. All of these sub
factors of resilience were well documented in the literature (Reis, Colbert, and Hebert, 2005;
Benard, 1993)
As participants in the Upward Bound Program, students are expected to maintain at least a
“B” average or higher, graduate from high school, and enroll in and complete a post secondary
education. All of the services, programs, and experiences provided by the Upward Bound
Program promote these goals; therefore, inherent in the program, the staff has high expectations
for the students and provides them with the motivation and skills needed to succeed and persist
in college. Accordingly, students develop a sense of purpose and have high expectations for
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themselves and these factors are related to resilience.
The Upward Bound Program also offers many other opportunities for students. The students
have opportunities for meaningful participation in field trips, college tours, academic classes, and
in the summer program. The students operate in diverse social environments as they interact in
summer camp with other high school students and college students and professors from diverse
backgrounds. Also, they travel to other cities to museums, ballets, and plays. All of these
services are provided by a caring and knowledgeable staff.
Another major finding was that resilience is related to the at-risk students’ GPAs. The
researcher found that there was a positive relationship between resilience and GPA. There is
much in the literature on resilience that suggest that caring relationships especially between
teachers and students and between students and their peers are related to resilience and are
related to school performance (Testerman, 1996; Glasser, 1993). The caring environment in the
Upward Bound Program fosters strong relationships between the staff and the students and
among the students in the program. Student participants in the program share a close bond and
through this bond, they motivate and support each other. Also, they know that the staff wants
them do well in school and go on the college as evident by the respondents top sub factor scores
in having high expectations and sense of purpose. This finding helped to fill a gap in the
literature because there has been little research on resilience and academic performance for atrisk students in Georgia.
Also, in reviewing the definition of resilience, the researcher noted that there is an element of
persistence such as in one definition of resilience stated that resilient children view problems and
challenges as obstacles that can be worked on, changed, and resolved; resilient children are
active in problem solving. Therefore, successful at-risk students maintain good grades overall
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due to the fact that they persist even when they make a low test score; they view the score as a
minor setback and they try harder on the next test to do better. It is the positive view of life that
comes from resilience that keeps at-risk students motivated in school.
At-risk females were found to be more resilient than the at-risk males was another major
finding in the study. This finding was not apparent in the literature; however, several researchers
(Ogbu, 2004; Whiting, 2006; Ferguson, 2001) noted that African American males have many
difficulties in schools. African American males have more disciplinary problems and academic
problems; they become less engaged in school as they grow older, and they tend to devalue
school. This may explain why males’ overall GPA scores were lower, and yet their SAT scores
were somewhat higher. African American males, despite their aptitude for learning, have not
found formal school settings conducive to their full engagement, leading to less success in actual
school performance (GPA).
The researcher found that the at-risk males (African American) scored very well on the SAT,
which is an aptitude test. Yet, there was no significant relationship between their SAT and their
GPAs. This finding was very interesting in that in the day-to-day academic performance, at-risk
males did not perform as well as the at-risk females, but they have much ability to do well if
school personnel can find a way to motivate them to do so. One possible reason that African
American males may not be performing at school is due to few role models in the school
environment, especially in elementary schools and schools in rural areas. There are few male
teachers of any race in primary and elementary schools, and there are even less African
American males. Many males, including African American males, at the high school level are
primarily coaches, administrators, or work in in-school suspension and alternative schools. The
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majority of the classroom teachers in public schools are white females who may have little in
common with African American males.
Also, African American males receive harsher discipline and are referred to special education
more often than any other sub group of students (Whiting, 2004). Overtime, many of them begin
to devalue school (Ogbu, 2004) and as result may decide to drop out. Such factors help to create
a hostile environment for African American males, but programs such as the Upward Bound
Program, help to moderate the effects of such climates and foster resilience in at-risk African
American males. The African American males in the study proved that they have the aptitude to
do well as evidenced by their SAT scores.
Another major finding suggested that students who lived with both parents were slightly more
resilient than those who lived in one parent households. Students who lived in two-parent
households scored higher in every sub factor area of resilience except in meaningful
participation, and they scored a perfect four (4) in the sub factor area of sense of purpose. They
outscored those living in one-parent households in GPA, SAT, and in SATs as well. One
possible reason for noted by Ram and Hou (2003) was that lone parents make fewer demands,
work longer hours, talk less to their children, and provide fewer resources which can negatively
impact their children’s’ academic performance. It is important for children to live in two-parent
homes, as it relates to their academic success.
However, there are many at-risk students who live with one parent like many of the
respondents in this study, but this situation does not have to mean that children living with only
one parent are doomed. Students need caring adults and parental involvement even if it is form
only one parent. Also, other caring adults like neighbors, grandparents, and other relatives can
help fill in the gap for students with only one parent. Also, there are other factors that can help
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moderate the negative effects on living in a one-parent household such as meaning participation
in summer programs, community service, and programs like Upward Bound. Furthermore,
schools can be great environments for fostering resilience (Benard, 2004). Caring teachers with
high expectations for the students can have a positive effect on school performance (Benard).
One major finding cited that urban students were slightly more resilient than rural students.
Actually, the one study in the literature noted that urban students often face harsh adversities that
protective factors such as caring adults were not very helpful in moderating the psycho-social
harm that the students faced. Yet, in this study, urban students were slightly more resilient than
rural respondents and they outperformed the rural at-risk students in three sub factor areas of
caring relationships, social competence, and in autonomy.
The urban at-risk students outperformed the rural students in SAT and ACT scores even
though their mean resilience score and mean GPA were almost equal to the rural students. Urban
students have more opportunities to interact in diverse environments in the city and they have
more access to places like museums, plays, aquariums, and concerts. Furthermore, the urban atrisk students may be exposed to many different types of people, and they have to learn how to
navigate through environments and neighborhoods that present more risks. Students raised in
urban environments must be “street smart” and must be aware of dangers and opportunities that
exist more than rural students. This finding definitely indicates the need for more understanding
between what resilience means to rural and urban students.
Lastly, another major finding was that at-risk participants in intervention programs like the
Upward Bound Program build resilience through caring relationships, high expectations, and
sense of purpose. The students in the Upward Bound Program scored very high on resilience.
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The Upward Bound Program builds strong, lasting relationships with respondents over the three
to four years that students participate in the program. The staff meets at least four (4) times a
month with participants either at their high schools or at the host university or college. In
addition, the students stay in the dormitory on campus for six weeks during the summer. Over
time, the Upward Bound staff and the students form strong relationships that often last for a life
time. The students never forget their Upward Bound counselors and experiences. Also, they form
strong bonds with each other and create support networks as all of the students move toward
graduating from high school, enrolling in college, and finally in completing college.
There are many other services that Upward Bound offers to participants such as academic
tutoring, participation in cultural and educational field trips, college tours, Upward Bound
Olympics, leadership camps, banquets, and workshops. The participants look forward to these
activities and they enjoy the social aspects of the program. Upward Bound students have high
expectations and they are highly motivated to do well. All of the sub factors of resilience such as
caring relationships, meaning participation, social competence, autonomy and sense of self, and
sense of purpose are found in the services and experiences in the Upward Bound Program, which
helps to explain why such intervention programs keep students in school.
Conclusions
The researcher’s conclusions for this study are stated below:
•

At-risk students enrolled in dropout prevention programs, such as the Upward Bound
Program, exhibit resilience, which was found to be related to the students’ performance
in school.

•

African American students of poverty can develop resilience to overcome risk factors
associated with dropping out of school.
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•

At-risk students benefit from opportunities to participate in programs like the Upward
Bound, which focus on building resilience through a caring, educational environment.

•

Developing a strong sense of purpose is one of the most powerful internal, protective
factors linked to resilience.

•

Supportive adults (parents, teachers, counselors, etc.) are key elements in helping at-risk
students to succeed academically.
Implications of the Findings

The implications in this study can be very useful to educators and educational leaders in the
state of Georgia, Trio Personnel who work in other programs for at-risk students, at-risk students
and their parents, and potentially all students. The findings in this study can serve as a basis for
strengthening parental involvement, increasing support from adult mentors, and helping students
to clarify their goals which would give them a sense of purpose. Furthermore, educational
leaders can use the findings to provide an impetus for creating a warm supportive school climate
that promotes positive teacher-student relationships. Also, educational leaders can provide
meaningful opportunities and activities for at-risk students to build their self-confidence, self
efficacy, and sense of purpose. Lastly, this study should provide a basis for promoting resilience
in all students, especially at-risk students due to poverty.
Some implications in this study can lead to further research in helping at-risk students.
Additional research is needed to understand or to determine the extent of the relationship
between SAT scores and GPAs for minority students, and more research is needed to explain the
relationship between resilience and gender (sex). Furthermore, more research is needed to
understand the relationship between resilience and sense of purpose and high expectations
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among students in poverty. Finally, the study certainly has implications for more resilience
studies on students in Georgia and in the United States.
Other implications of the study were as follows:
•

Educators and educational leaders should seek to create warm, supportive school climates
and opportunities for all students to achieve especially African American males who have
capacity to achieve on standardized tests and yet fail to excel in school performance.

•

Educational agencies and school districts should offer parenting workshops to help
parents of at-risk students, especially single parents, learn how to show their support, ask
about homework, and show an interest in the student’s school life.

•

Educational agencies and school districts should sponsor programs and workshops for
grandparents and other adults to show them how to step in and show support for youths in
their neighborhoods to help low-income parents who must work long hours.

•

African American males need more opportunities in educational settings and at home to
develop resilience.

•

Educators and TRIO personnel need additional training in teaching and in helping at-risk
students to achieve academically based on resilience factors.
Dissemination of the Findings

The findings in this study will be shared with the local area school districts, local area
colleges of education, the Georgia Department of Education, the TRIO community and the state
and regional organizations for TRIO personnel, and with the Upward Bound Programs that
participated in this study. Furthermore, the researcher plans to publish articles in major education
journals and to conduct further research on the gaps discovered in the current literature that were
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unveiled by the findings.
Recommendations
Throughout the state of Georgia and in the US, educators are under pressure to find ways to
successfully educate all students, and at-risk students are so numerous and diverse that it is very
difficult to find one special program to handle all of their problems. On the national level,
educational and political leaders are articulating the problem by describing it as a risk to the
country’s national security, and they are demanding higher results for all students.
It is in this arena that this study and similar ones on resilience indicate much promise. Many
of the aspects of resilience are not costly in financial terms. Factors such as caring, support,
meaningful participation, social competence, and sense of purpose can be given freely by adults
in any environment in which children operate such as school, community, home, and among
their peers. Such factors have been shown, as in this study, to promote resilience in at-risk
students which can positively impact their education. Findings in this study have led the
researcher to the following recommendations:
•

More research is needed on at-risk students’ college admissions requirements, especially
on academic support for students who are required to take the SAT and/or ACT.

•

A longitudinal study is needed on the impact of resilience on the academic performance
of at-risk students in the Upward Bound Program. Also, church attendance should be
added as a demographic variable on the survey instrument.

•

A resilience study on the relationship between resilience and the type of institution
(public or private institution) that the Upward Bound students attend.

•

Colleges of education should offer courses for pre-service teachers on educating at-risk
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students based on resilience research.
•

This study can only be generalized to Upward Bound Programs and participants in
Georgia. More research is needed to expand the study to more at-risk students in Georgia
and in the US.

•

Upward Bound participants with high GPAs should be encouraged to take the ACT as
their college entrance exam.

•

Supportive parents and adults are key elements in building resilience in at-risk students;
therefore, educators and school leaders should include them in every step of their
children’s education as much as possible.

•

School leaders should assess the resilience of all students in the school system and use
the data to help create meaningful educational and cultural programs for students.

•

More research is needed to determine the relationship between SAT scores and GPAs for
at-risk, minority students.

•

More research is indicated to determine the relationship between resilience and gender
(sex).

•

A qualitative study is indicated to further understand the relationship between resilience
and academic achievement of at-risk students.
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Appendix A
Directions for the Healthy Kids Survey Instrument
To: Those administering the “Healthy Kids Survey” to Upward Bound High School Seniors.
PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS TO THE PARTICIPANTS BEFORE
BEGINNING THE INSTRUMENT.
1. Students’ participation in completing the survey instrument in voluntary. If you do
not want to participate, please let the test administrator know immediately.
2. The information collected by this instrument will ONLY be used for educational
purposes and confidential information as well as information that may identify you, will
not be released to anyone other than the researcher.
3. You will not be penalized in any way by participating or not participating in this
instrument.
4. Information collected by the instrument may be used to improve the Upward Bound
Program.
5. This instrument should be given ONLY to your senior Upward Bound participants.
6. Students should be able to finish the instrument in less than 30 minutes.
7. Students may circle their answers on the instrument with a pen or pencil; they do not
need a separate answer sheet as stated on their directions.
8. The instrument is three pages (front and back). Please make sure that the students do All
three (3) pages.
9. There are no wrong answers; therefore, please tell students to circle the response to each
item that most truthfully represent them.
10. If you have questions about the instrument, please email me at
dlee@georgiasouthern.edu or call me at 912-681-5458.
11. Once all the students are finished, please place all completed instruments in a manila
envelope and mail them back to the following address:
Ms. Deborah Lee
P.O. Box 8071
Georgia Southern University
Statesboro, GA 30460
Telephone Number: 912-478-8746
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Appendix B
California Healthy Kids Survey
High School Questionnaire
This instrument has been used by and developed for the California Department of Education.
Each year, California students participate in taking the instrument to provide valuable
information to each school district about the needs of its students. Some TRIO programs in
Georgia have been asked to use this instrument for the same purpose.
This is an instrument about school and health-related behaviors, experiences, and attitudes. It
includes questions about your personality, your home, school, and community. You will be able
to answer whether or not you have done or experienced any of these things. Simply circle the
response that best describes your attitude or belief about the statement
This instrument will be used for educational purposes only. You will not be penalized in any
way nor will your information be used by any agency other than Georgia Southern University
and your home TRIO Program. You will not be personally identified by anything revealed in this
instrument.

Thanks for completing this survey instrument!
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California’s Healthy Kids Survey
Part One: Demographic Questions
Please circle the best answer or fill in the blank.
1. What high school do you attend? _____________________________.
2. How do you describe yourself?
a) Black or African American
b) White – Caucasian (non-Hispanic)
c) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
d) Latino or Hispanic
e) Asian or Asian American
f) Other - _________________________
3. What is your sex?
a) Female
b) Male
4. In Which TRIO Program are you presently enrolled?
a) Upward Bound
b) Educational Talent Search
5. How many years have you been enrolled in a TRIO Program?
_______________.
6. What is your Grade Point Average in high school? ________
Use either a scale GPA or numeric score such as 3.0 or 85.
7. What was your highest score on the SAT test (combine only your math and verbal
scores). _________________.
8. What was your best ACT score? _____________.
9. What best describes your family?
a) Live with both parents
b) Live with only one parent
c) Live with relatives
d) Live with friends
e) Live alone
f) Other _______________________.
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California

Healthy Kids
▼ Module B ▼

Survey

Please mark on your answer sheet how you feel about each of the following statements.
How true do you feel these statements are about you personally?
Not True
At All

A Little
True

Pretty
Very
Much True True

B1. I have goals and plans for the future.

A

B

C

D

B2. I plan to graduate from high school.

A

B

C

D

B3. I plan to go to college or some other school after
High school.
B4. I know where to go for help with a problem.

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

B5. I try to work out problems by talking or writing
about them.
B6. I can work out my problems.

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

B7. I can do most things if I try.

A

B

C

D

B8. I can work with someone who has different
opinions than mine.
B9. There are many things that I do well.

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

B10. I feel bad when someone gets their feelings hurt.

A

B

C

D

B11. I try to understand what other people go through.

A

B

C

D

B12. When I need help, I find someone to talk with.

A

B

C

D

B13. I enjoy working together with other students
my age.
B14. I stand up for myself without putting others down.

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

B15. I try to understand how other people feel and think.

A

B

C

D

B16. There is a purpose to my life.

A

B

C

D

B17. I understand my moods and feelings.

A

B

C

D

B18. I understand why I do what I do.

A

B

C

D

_________________________________________________________________
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How true are these statements about your FRIENDS?
I have a friend about my own age ...
Not True
At All

A Little
True

Pretty
Very
Much True True

B19. who really cares about me.

A

B

C

D

B20. who talks with me about my problems.

A

B

C

D

B21. who helps me when I’m having a hard time.

A

B

C

D

B21. gets into a lot of trouble.

A

B

C

D

B22. tries to do what is right.

A

B

C

D

B25. does well in school.

A

B

C

D

How true are these statements about your HOME or the ADULTS WITH
WHOM YOU LIVE?
In my home, there is a parent or some other adult ...
Not True
At All

A Little
True

Pretty
Much True

Very
True

B25. who expects me to follow the rules.

A

B

C

D

B26. who is interested in my school work.

A

B

C

D

B27. who believes that I will be a success.

A

B

C

D

B28. who talks with me about my problems.

A

B

C

D

B29. who always wants me to do my best.

A

B

C

D

B30. who listens to me when I have something to say.

A

B

C

D

At home ...
Not True
At All

A Little
True

Pretty
Much True

Very
True

B31. I do fun things or go fun places with my parents or
other adults.

A

B

C

D

B32. I do things that make a difference.

A

B

C

D

B33. I help make decisions with my family.

A

B

C

D

